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CATASTROPHIC PREPAREDNESS: HOW READY 
IS FEMA FOR THE NEXT BIG DISASTER? 


THURSDAY, MARCH 17, 2011 

U.S. Senate, 

Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Aefairs, 

Washington, DC. 

The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 3:15 p.m., in room 
SD-342, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Joseph I. Lieber- 
man. Chairman of the Committee, presiding. 

Present: Senators Lieberman, Akaka, Landrieu, Collins, and 
Brown. 


OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN LIEBERMAN 

Chairman Lieberman. The hearing will come to order. I thank 
everyone for their patience. As you know, we had two votes on the 
floor, so we delayed the start of the hearing. I welcome everyone. 

We convened this hearing, which had been long planned, long 
scheduled on the ability of the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) to respond to a major catastrophe against the com- 
pelling backdrop of the tragically catastrophic events unfolding in 
Japan, an earthquake and tsunami in rapid succession that have 
already resulted in twice as many deaths as al-Qaeda’s attack on 
America on September 11, 2001. And, of course, no one believes 
that the deaths and the finding of the dead is over yet. 

The earthquake and tsunami have also caused fires and explo- 
sions at nuclear power plants that could have nightmarish con- 
sequences for Japan and perhaps other countries as well. Japan 
has been considered the gold standard of earthquake preparedness 
because they have had repeated experience with earthquakes, but 
this earthquake registered 9.0 on the Richter scale. 

When I say that, I remember that the great San Francisco earth- 
quake of 1906 was apparently 7.6 on the Richter scale, so you can 
imagine the consequences here. The waves of disaster set off by 
this earthquake in Japan have exceeded the country’s extraor- 
dinary preparations. So the events of the past week in Japan lend 
a sense of urgency to our hearing today as we ask: How well pre- 
pared is America for a catastrophe, perhaps one equal to that oc- 
curring now in Japan? 

Our Committee called its 2006 report about FEMA’s response to 
Hurricane Katrina, “A Nation Still Unprepared,” and we were then 
unprepared. And that lack of preparedness shook the confidence of 
the American people who naturally asked why their government 

( 1 ) 
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could not help some of their fellow citizens when they needed it the 
most. 

This Committee’s extensive investigation into the failure of all 
levels of government to prepare for and respond effectively to Hur- 
ricane Katrina found a long and troubling list of problems, not 
least of which was that FEMA, in our opinion, was not and never 
had been capable of responding to a catastrophe like Hurricane 
Katrina. And I learned that when it comes to emergency prepared- 
ness and response, two words that I thought meant the same do 
not: Disaster and catastrophe. 

Preparedness for most disasters, which FEMA was and certainly 
is capable of, is different from preparedness for catastrophes like 
Hurricane Katrina. After our investigation, the Committee drafted 
and Congress passed the Post-Katrina Emergency Management Re- 
form Act of 2006. Our aim was to rebuild FEMA into a stronger, 
more capable agency. Five years later, I am convinced that FEMA 
has, in fact, become stronger and more capable. 

But is it strong enough to respond adequately if a catastrophe 
like the one currently in Japan struck the United States? I think 
that is the question we want to ask our witnesses today. 

Last September, then-inspector General (IG) of the Department 
of Homeland Security (DHS), Richard Skinner, released a report on 
FEMA’s transformation since Hurricane Katrina. Mr. Skinner has 
since retired from public service after a long and distinguished ca- 
reer, but he is fortunately back with us to testify today. His report 
concluded last September that FEMA has made some form of 
progress in almost all areas where reform was needed, but that 
FEMA’s management, to speak broadly, still needed improvement. ^ 

While today’s hearing is focused on FEMA, I think it is impor- 
tant to say that response to and recovery from a disaster or a ca- 
tastrophe in the United States is the responsibility of a lot of other 
agencies and other people besides FEMA. Other Federal agencies. 
State and local government, the private sector, and, in fact, in 
some sense, every affected American have roles to play. And many 
of them also need to improve their capabilities. 

On a positive note, just recently, the Departments of Defense and 
Homeland Security, and the congressionally-mandated Council of 
Governors recently signed off on a very important plan establishing 
clear rules for when both National Guard and military forces can 
jointly respond after a disaster. This means that in a large disaster 
or catastrophe we will have the ability to call on the resources of 
the Department of Defense in a more timely and effective manner. 

Five years after Hurricane Katrina, again I conclude, we are bet- 
ter prepared for a catastrophe than we have ever been. But the 
epic disaster in Japan reminds us that FEMA must continue to im- 
prove as both old and new threats loom, some from nature like the 
earthquake and tsunami, others from human enemies like the one 
we faced on September 11, 2001. I know Administrator Fugate and 
the dedicated public servants with whom he works at FEMA will 
continue to chart a successful path forward. Thank you. 

Senator Collins. 


^The report referenced by Senator Lieberman can be found in the Appendix on page 103. 


VerDate Nov 24 2008 


14:42 Jan 30, 2012 Jkt067118 PO 00000 Frm 00006 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 P:\DOCS\67118.TXT SAFFAIRS PsN: PAT 



3 


OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR COLLINS 

Senator Collins. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The earthquake 
and tsunami that struck Japan last week destroyed entire commu- 
nities, killed thousands of people, and caused the release of radi- 
ation at nuclear power plants. Our thoughts are with the Japanese 
people and with the rescuers and responders, including units from 
our own country. This horrific natural disaster reminds us that we 
need to do our best to prepare for the unpredictable, and that is 
the focus of today’s hearing. 

In the past year, we have witnessed three disasters involving the 
development and use of emergency resources. The proper word 
probably is catastrophes, as the Chairman has said. First, the ex- 
plosion aboard the Deepwater Horizon oil rig last spring led to eco- 
nomic and environmental damages that have yet to be completely 
tallied. A West Virginia coal mine explosion killed 29 people in Au- 
gust and was the worst in decades. And now there is uncertainty 
and fear in Japan about the amounts of radiation emitted from nu- 
clear power plants in the area hit by the tsunami. 

In addition to the humanitarian crisis, the aftermath of the 
earthquake has raised concerns about the safety of nuclear power 
at a time when it is being revisited as an alternative to fossil fuels 
and as a means of lowering greenhouse gas emissions. Regardless 
of whether a disaster strikes our energy supply or another sector 
of our economy or part of our Nation, we need to be prepared. 

We do not know when the next disaster will hit. We do know 
that the U.S. Geological Survey estimates that within the next 30 
years, the probability is 94 percent chance that an earthquake of 
7.0 magnitude, or greater, will occur in California. We know that 
inevitably there will be hurricanes, floods, and tornados, and we 
recognize that a terrorist attack using a weapon of mass destruc- 
tion in a large city would certainly strain our capabilities. 

Today, I look forward to hearing from our witnesses how well- 
equipped the United States is for any catastrophic disaster regard- 
less of the cause. What is the level of our preparedness to protect 
important energy sources? What are we learning from the nuclear 
accidents in Japan and the Gulf Coast oil spill in the past year? 
How well are we prepared for a major earthquake in this country? 
Do we have the communication and medical systems necessary to 
respond to the explosion of a dirty bomb? 

More than 4 years ago. Congress enacted the Post-Katrina Emer- 
gency Management Reform Act which the Chairman and I au- 
thored. That bill was designed to take the hard-learned lessons of 
Hurricane Katrina and bring about improvements in our Nation’s 
overall emergency preparedness and response systems. 

Our law has indeed improved FEMA’s disaster response capabili- 
ties. From major floods to wildfires, we have witnessed improve- 
ments throughout the country. In Maine, I saw firsthand this 
progress in FEMA’s responses to the Patriot’s Day storm of 2007, 
the spring 2008 floods in Aroostook County, and other disasters 
since then. 

FEMA certainly has become a more effective, better led agency 
during the past 4 years. But nevertheless, questions remain about 
our ability to handle a mega-disaster. I also have serious concerns 
about FEMA’s stewardship of Federal funds. One of those hard- 
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learned lessons from the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina was that 
FEMA’s assistance programs were highly vulnerable to fraud and 
improper payments. 

Our Committee, with the assistance of the IG and the Govern- 
ment Accountability Office (GAO), documented more than a billion 
dollars in misspent funds. In some cases, these taxpayer dollars 
were literally gambled away. Funds were also spent on liquor, bail 
bonds, and diamond engagement rings. FEMA also paid millions of 
dollars for housing assistance to hundreds of applicants who appar- 
ently resided in State and Federal prisons. 

While victims certainly should receive prompt, appropriate relief, 
FEMA needs to strike that careful balance between expediting re- 
lief and ensuring that criminals do not defraud the system, and 
that means having strong internal controls. 

Unfortunately, safeguarding taxpayer dollars remains an area in 
which FEMA has yet to achieve success. A December 2010 report 
by the Inspector General revealed that FEMA had stopped at- 
tempting to recover improper disaster assistance payments made 
after Hurricanes Katrina and Rita and subsequent disasters. 

The IG identified approximately 160,000 applicants that had re- 
ceived improper disaster assistance payments totaling more than 
$643 million. Even more disturbing, FEMA’s efforts to recoup these 
improper payments ended in 2007 after a court found that its re- 
covery procedures were inadequate. More than 3 years later, a new 
process for recovering these payments has only been initiated this 
week. 

I do want to point out some bright spots in the September 2010 
DHS Inspector General’s report. In particular, the IG found that 
FEMA had made substantial progress, and we see it on the chart, ^ 
in improving emergency communications. Ensuring that first re- 
sponders can communicate during a disaster is vital. Indeed, when 
communications failed after September 11, 2001, and during Hurri- 
cane Katrina, it cost lives. 

The IG also highlights the effectiveness of the regional emer- 
gency communications working groups in each of the 10 FEMA re- 
gions. Since I pushed very hard for this reform, I am very pleased 
to see the progress that has been made. This October will mark the 
5th anniversary of the Post-Katrina Emergency Management Re- 
form Act. By that time, I hope that FEMA will have made signifi- 
cant progress in improving our Nation’s preparedness for the next 
catastrophe. 

Finally I want to join the Chairman in thanking former Inspector 
General Skinner for his extraordinary service, not just to the de- 
partment, but throughout his career to our country. He has cer- 
tainly been a valuable asset as our Committee conducted its inves- 
tigations and oversights of the department, and I am grateful for 
his aggressive approach to combating waste, fraud, and abuse, and 
helping to improve the management of programs at DHS. So, Mr. 
Skinner, thank you for your service. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman LlEBERMAN. Thanks very much. Senator Collins. 


^The chart referenced by Senator Collins appears in the Appendix on page 41. 
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Senator Landrieu, you have been so involved in these matters re- 
garding FEMA, obviously, ever since Hurricane Katrina, would you 
like to make an opening statement? 

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR LANDRIEU 

Senator Landrieu. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and Ranking 
Member Collins. I really appreciate it because I have to get back 
to the floor. I am managing a bill on the floor and unable to stay 
for the remainder of the hearing, so I really appreciate it and I will 
try to be very brief, but there are a few important things that I 
would like to share. 

First of all, I think the calling of this hearing is very important 
and I thank the Chairman and Ranking Member. Their attention 
after the Hurricanes Katrina, Rita, Gustav, and Ike disasters, and 
many other disasters, has been important to all of us as we have 
tried to recover along the Gulf Coast and in other States and com- 
munities. Your efforts have really strengthened FEMA’s response 
capabilities. 

But I do want to point to a couple of things that I am concerned 
about. Looking at the situation, Mr. Chairman, in Japan reminds 
us again that disasters of large magnitudes, catastrophic disasters, 
can and will occur. What concerns me is right now in this Con- 
gress, there are efforts to signiflcantly reduce funding for the De- 
partment of Homeland Security to cover an existing shortfall in 
FEMA’s Disaster Relief Fund (DRF). 

It does not make any sense to me that the House of Representa- 
tives would cut funding from these important programs, $1.5 bil- 
lion in additional funding is needed just to meet the cost of eligible 
projects for this year, and the House has proposed that we pay for 
these projects from past disasters by using money that we are sup- 
posed to be using to prepare for future disasters. 

I have sent a letter to the President. ^ I thank the Chairman for 
signing this letter and would ask the other Members of this Com- 
mittee to review it, if you could, because we are going to find our- 
selves back in the same position we were before Hurricane Katrina 
struck, which is under-funding our preparedness for future disas- 
ters and not being ready when it happens. 

In addition, the House Continuing Resolution (CR) is cutting $68 
million for FEMA Management and Administration including infor- 
mation technology (IT). To Senator Collins’ point, this is exactly the 
money that is necessary for FEMA to keep up their computer soft- 
ware and reporting mechanisms to cut down on fraud and abuse. 
So on one hand, we are asking them to come down hard on fraud 
and abuse; on the other hand, we are taking away their money that 
enables them to do that. That is not right, and it is not fair. 

In addition, it is projected that the FEMA Disaster Relief Fund 
is going to run out of money 3 months before the fiscal year ends. 
This happened last year, and, Mr. Chairman, if we do not weigh 
in with the Administration and with our colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle, it is going to happen again. 


^The letter to President Obama referenced by Senator Landrieu appears in the Appendix on 
page 47. 
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The only final thing I will say — and I am looking forward to 
reading the details of the report — is that there is some encouraging 
news and mostly because you and Senator Collins have done such 
a good job of staying on point. I am proud that as a Subcommittee 
chairman, I held literally dozens of hearings in 4 years on this 
exact subject, and hopefully, some of the hearings that we held con- 
tributed to some of the improvements we will hear about today. 

But on the issue of fraud and abuse — and I know that Senator 
Collins is very concerned about this and I am, too. But on behalf 
of many people on the Gulf Coast, I have to state for the record 
that some people are being accused of fraud because they could not 
provide the title to their home or insurance documents. 

In floods and in earthquakes, documents are lost. Some people 
are being accused of fraud because they could not provide free and 
clear title to their home. It has been in generations for years. They 
simply do not have a clear title after several generations. 

There are some accused of receiving duplicate payments just be- 
cause there is a mixup or omission of names like junior instead of 
senior or senior instead of junior or boulevard, drive, or highway 
as opposed to what it is supposed to be, or other data entry errors. 

So I know that fraud is a serious issue. I join Senator Jeff Ses- 
sions and others in clamping down, raising the fines, increasing the 
penalties for people that would try to game the system. It is par- 
ticularly horrible, I think, for people to try to game a system in the 
middle of a disaster. I mean, really, their penalties should signifi- 
cantly be higher in that regard and they are. But we have to be 
careful calling some of these mis-classifications fraud when they 
really are not in my definition of fraud. 

And finally, when we go to collect this money back, particularly. 
Senator Collins, I just want to say that I hope that the money we 
put into collecting these funds back are cost-effective, because some 
of these payments were $1,000 or $2,000 and there are hundreds 
of thousands of people that we may have to track down. I know let- 
ters went out this week for 5,500. But let us just be careful that 
when we seek to get the money back, it is a good expenditure of 
taxpayer dollars and not just throwing good money after bad. 

I am going to submit the rest to the record. I thank the Chair- 
man and Ranking Member very much. 

Chairman LlEBERMAN. Thanks, Senator Landrieu, both for com- 
ing off the floor while you are managing the Small Business bill, 
but also for your leadership of the Subcommittee, and we will con- 
tinue to try to carry forward with your assistance. Thank you. 

Let us go to the witnesses. Again, I thank you for being here, all 
three of you, and we will begin with the Hon. Craig Fugate, Admin- 
istrator of the Federal Emergency Management Agency at the U.S. 
Department of Homeland Security. Good afternoon. 

TESTIMONY OF HON. W. CRAIG FUGATE, i ADMINISTRATOR, 

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY, U.S. DE- 
PARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 

Mr. Fugate. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Col- 
lins, and Senator Landrieu. I am going to try to go through my oral 


^The prepared statement of Mr. Fugate appears in the Appendix on page 49. 
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statement here and give more time for questions because I think 
this is really a better setting for the questions that you have in re- 
sponse, but I just want to give a summary. 

We have been looking at this since I have been at FEMA, from 
the standpoint of planning and what do we do in a catastrophic dis- 
aster response. As you pointed out, we respond to a lot of disasters. 
We implement the Stafford Act to provide assistance, but that is 
not the same thing as when it is a response that requires a coordi- 
nated Federal agency where we actually have a lot of different re- 
sources that have to go very quickly to an area where we may not 
have a lot of information. 

And so looking at the backdrop of what has happened in Japan, 
and again, I cannot even imagine what my counterparts are doing, 
how they are standing up to this because, again, this is what we 
are in the business for. It is the most challenging thing you can 
deal with. So not only the losses, but our counterparts, knowing 
what they are going through now and the challenges they are fac- 
ing, and trying to step back from that and go, “What if it happened 
here and what would we do?” And so, the thrust of my comments 
will be from that approach. 

As you know, the lead for our international response is the U.S. 
Agency for International Development (USAID). We are in a sup- 
port role. Two of the teams that have gone to Japan to assist in 
search and rescue are the Urban Search and Rescue Teams that, 
again, are authorized as part of FEMA. There are 28 teams, two 
of which are dual supported by both us and USAID, that are des- 
ignated for the international response. These are the teams that 
have been to Haiti, Christchurch, and now are in Japan. 

We also stand by to assist the USAID, but Japan is a very indus- 
trialized country with many resources, so many of the things that 
we could offer have not been needed, although we stay in support 
of that. But the events there remind us that disasters, as you point 
out, do not always give us warning, do not always follow a season, 
and often do not happen where we have expected to have the worst 
impacts. 

So for that reason, a term we use at FEMA is, we cannot plan 
for easy. We have to plan for real. We cannot look at what we are 
merely capable of We have to look at what the impacts could be 
to our communities and then determine how we meet those needs 
and change those outcomes. 

We put a lot of emphasis on the first 72 hours. We think this is 
a key area. We saw this in Hurricane Katrina. We have seen it in 
other disasters. If aid is not reaching the people that need it, if we 
are not safe and secure, if we are not able to do the search and 
rescue, if we cannot get the commodities there quickly enough, it 
becomes extremely difficult to change the outcome for those sur- 
vivors. 

And so, from this you actually changed some of the provisions of 
the Stafford Act when you amended the Homeland Security Act 
with the Post-Katrina Emergency Management Reform Act that 
very clearly stated it was the intent of Congress that we would not 
merely operate in a pool system waiting for a request for help or 
waiting for the situation to develop; that FEMA and the Federal 
family could begin mobilizing and moving resources when we deter- 
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mine that something has happened or think it is about to happen, 
even prior to a formal request from a governor. 

We have used that provision numerous times since I have been 
at FEMA from the American Samoa tsunami to the flooding in 
Tennessee to, most recently, the tsunami warnings that were 
issued for Hawaii and the West Coast, in moving and pre-posi- 
tioning supplies as you have directed us to do in these situations. 

Chairman LiEBERMAN. Just talk a little bit more about that be- 
cause I think it will be interesting to people who are listening or 
watching on TV. 

Mr. Fugate. Well, previously, and this is one of the findings and 
concerns you raised during Hurricane Katrina, it was not always 
clear if FEMA could begin moving resources, particularly in 
tasking our Federal family in moving supplies such as food, genera- 
tors, cots, and blankets, prior to a request from a governor. 

And in looking at that, you clarified that under the Stafford Act, 
at the direction of the President, FEMA could activate and use the 
DRF to begin sending missions to our various Federal agencies as 
well as deploying resources. 

Chairman LiEBERMAN. Before anything happened. 

Mr. Fugate. Before anything happened. So when the tsunami 
warning centers in Hawaii and in Alaska began issuing tsunami 
warnings 

Chairman LiEBERMAN. Last weekend. 

Mr. Fugate. Last weekend, last Friday. Actually, I got my call 
about two o’clock in the morning. And this event occurred a little 
after midnight our time. Our Region 9 office, which covers the Pa- 
cific, was already stood up. We made a decision that we would 
stand up fully FEMA’s support to the West Coast and to the is- 
lands and territories. We began moving supplies out of our logistics 
centers, which you have also authorized and provided additional 
funding so we have more supplies on hand. 

Chairman LiEBERMAN. So you got the logistics centers disbursed 
around the country? 

Mr. Fugate. Yes, sir. They are strategically located around the 
country so that we are closer to the areas that we need assistance. 
We have a facility at Moffett Field in California, and we began the 
process of getting supplies loaded up. 

Chairman LiEBERMAN. What kinds of supplies? 

Mr. Fugate. In this case, we thought the primary event would 
be destruction along the coast, people being displaced, people pos- 
sibly being in shelters. And so we have a distribution center in 
Guam, a distribution center in Hawaii, and then the distribution 
center we activated on the West Coast to begin moving shelf-stable 
food. 

But also one of the things that came out of the Commission on 
Children and Disasters, we know if we just send the shelf-stable 
meals but we do not send infant formula or baby food, that it is 
not addressing the need of children. So we have actually built that 
into our capability now and began moving supplies closer to the 
California coast where historically they have mapped their greatest 
risk from tsunamis, just like we do for hurricanes and map the 
coastal areas. 


VerDate Nov 24 2008 14:42 Jan 30, 2012 Jkt067118 PO 00000 Frm 00012 Fmt6633 Sfmt6633 P:\DOCS\67118.TXT SAFFAIRS PsN: PAT 



9 


Along the West Coast, they have actually mapped those areas at 
greatest risk for tsunamis, so we know where the population areas 
would he and what relative risk we could have. What we did not 
know was how big the wave would be. But given the magnitude of 
the earthquake, the size of it was one that suggested that you 
could see as much as a two-meter, or almost six-foot tsunami. 

And again, this is not like a wave breaking on a beach. As you 
saw the videos in Japan, you get that idea of a six-foot wall of 
water that is literally rushing in and flowing in and not going out 
and how devastating that could be. We also had our folks in Ha- 
waii that went into the Governor’s emergency operations center in 
Hawaii, as he was activating and evacuating his coast, and had our 
supplies ready to go there. 

So this process really comes back to, in the critical moments 
when we think that there may be an event — we had this triggering 
event. We knew a major earthquake had occurred, so we knew the 
tsunami risk was there. We had the forecast, but we did not know 
what the impact was going to be. We began moving these supplies 
based upon what we projected, what we call our maximum of max- 
imum — what is the worst case impact we would see along our 
coast — and began moving for that. 

Again, it is a process that says that we have to understand and 
be in close contact with our warning centers, we have to be in close 
contact with our State partners, we have to be communicating 
across the Federal family, and we are doing this as a team. This 
just is not FEMA doing stuff. We are talking to Admiral James 
Winnefeld at U.S. Northern Command (NORTHCOM) in case we 
are going to need more resources there. We are talking to our State 
counterparts, anything they are concerned about, anything they 
need to adjust. 

And so, this process really comes back to, I think, the heart of 
what you tried to get to in the Post-Katrina Reform Act, is FEMA 
had to be more agile, be able to build a better team, recognizing 
there is a lot more capacity and capabilities out there than just 
what we bring, but we have to move much faster in these events. 

But as Senator Collins points out, we also have to declare, when 
are we stable and when do we need to engage the safeties to make 
sure we are not just spending money or doing things that are no 
longer necessary. So we define outcomes that we want to achieve 
in this initial response such as life safety and life sustaining activi- 
ties. 

I think this goes back to one of the heart of the issues. When we 
cannot do that, we oftentimes defaulted back to the monetary as- 
sistance programs because we could not get enough supplies in to 
meet the basic needs, and found ourselves with not many options. 

So part of this is really working in partnership with also the pri- 
vate sector because this is the other thing we never really did. We 
always came up with what I call a government-centered response 
to disasters and we never realized that before that disaster hap- 
pened, in every community, there were grocery stores, hardware 
stores, gas stations, pharmacies, and we would oftentimes plan our 
response irregardless of what they were doing. 

We now have representatives of the private sector actually part 
of the EEMA team in our Response Center here in Washington 
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helping us coordinate with them so that we do not compete with 
the private sector. We go where they are not, where they have the 
difficulties or they have destruction so that we can focus our re- 
sponse on those areas of heaviest devastation, but also in those 
unique populations, as you pointed out, Mr. Chairman, and I know 
that Senator Collins has talked about this before. 

We talk about this as it is one of our responsibilities, but I want 
to make sure people understand why we tell people to be prepared. 
There are going to be heavily-impacted areas that should not have 
to compete with those of us who could have been prepared and 
should have been ready. They should not get in line behind us. 
Those people that do not have the resources, that do not have the 
ability to do these things should not get in line behind us because 
we did not get ready. This is a shared responsibility. 

In these types of catastrophic disasters, government needs to 
focus on the safety and security, the search and rescue, and the 
most vulnerable populations, working with the rest of the team in- 
cluding our volunteer organizations and our businesses. But it is 
important that the public recognizes the ability that they can pre- 
pare so that those first critical days, they are not competing with 
the most vulnerable, heaviest-impacted populations, is key to our 
success. 

And so, as we talk about, are we prepared for a catastrophic dis- 
aster, we have made, I think, significant improvements with the 
tools we have. We have much work to be done. And as the IG has 
pointed out, there are many of what we would look at inside the 
procedural controls and processes that still need strengthening to 
ensure that not only can we be rapid and fast, like I say, we want 
to be fast, we want speed. We do not want haste where we have 
waste and abuse to the system. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman LiEBERMAN. Thanks, Administrator Fugate. That is a 
very good beginning. We look forward to the question and answer 
period. 

Richard Skinner, thanks so much for returning to Capitol Hill 
once more. It is your report of last September of FEMA’s Prepared- 
ness for the Next Catastrophic Disaster, An Update, that led us to 
plan this hearing a long time ago. It comes, obviously, in the imme- 
diate context of the tragedy in Japan, so it is just inevitable that 
we will be looking at the report based on what is happening there 
now. But it is a great piece of work, typical of the high standards 
that you reached throughout your career in public service, and we 
welcome your testimony on the report now. 

TESTIMONY OF HON. RICHARD L. SKINNER, i FORMER INSPEC- 
TOR GENERAL OF THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND 

SECURITY 

Mr. Skinner. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Ranking Member 
Collins. It is a pleasure to be here again this afternoon. I do not 
really feel like I have retired yet, as I have been spending a consid- 
erable amount of time actually preparing for this hearing. But it 
is my pleasure and honor to be here. I cannot agree with you more. 
The tragic events that are unfolding today in Japan are a stark re- 
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minder of how important catastrophic preparedness is. It can and 
will happen here. It is just a matter of when. 

If you asked me if we, as a Nation, are better prepared than we 
were 20 years ago, 10 years ago, or even 5 years ago, the answer 
to that is yes, of course we are. We have made tremendous strides, 
particularly. Senator Collins, like you pointed out, over the last 4 
years since Hurricane Katrina. But if you ask, are we as prepared 
as we can he or should he, then the answer to that is no, we are 
not. 

While FEMA has made notable progress to improve its prepared- 
ness capabilities over the years, it is doing so, at least in my opin- 
ion, at a snail’s pace. After 32 years in existence and with the 
many lessons learned from past disasters such as Hurricane Hugo 
back in the late 1980s, and Hurricane Andrew in the early 1990s, 
and, of course. Hurricane Katrina and the Northridge earthquake, 
and the September 11, 2001, attacks, we as a Nation should be 
much better prepared than we are today. 

There does not appear to be, in my opinion, a sense of urgency 
within FEMA to turn words and plans into action. FEMA is an 
agency that always seems, in my opinion, to be an agency that is 
always in a constant state of flux, at least during the 20 years that 
I have been working with them. 

Many of the concerns that the Office of the Inspector General 
(OIG), GAO, and FEMA itself identified after Hurricane Andrew in 
1992, nearly 20 years ago, are the same concerns that the OIG 
identified in its September 2010 update of FEMA’s catastrophic 
disaster preparedness capabilities. 

Over the years, FEMA has created multiple task forces, working 
groups, panels, and councils to develop remedial action plans to ad- 
dress these issues. They produced libraries full of lessons learned, 
draft plans, draft guidelines, and draft documents, many of which 
were shelved or took a back seat to the urgency of its mission de- 
mands; that is, to respond to the latest disaster. Consequently, mo- 
mentum towards finalization and the implementation of key initia- 
tives is either slowed or lost altogether. 

The four issues that I will talk about today that concern me the 
most are one, the failure of FEMA to build a strong management 
support infrastructure to sustain its disaster operations. This in- 
cludes information technology development and integration, finan- 
cial management, acquisition management, grants management, 
and human resource management. 

These functions are absolutely critical to the success of FEMA’s 
programs and operations. Yet, whenever there is a major disaster 
or whenever FEMA is required to reduce its budget, these are the 
first activities to be cut, as evidenced by the President’s 2012 budg- 
et to Congress and the many budget cuts imposed by Congress 
itself over the years. 

This is short-sighted and in the long term will increase the costs 
of disaster operations and disaster programs. It will also increase 
FEMA’s vulnerabilities to fraud, waste, and abuse, and will ad- 
versely affect the quality of services to individuals and commu- 
nities affected by disasters. 

In January of this year, the DHS OIG reported — incidentally, I 
was still the IG at that time — that FEMA’s existing IT systems 
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were not integrated, do not meet user needs and are cumbersome 
to operate, and do not provide the IT capabilities needed by users 
to carry out disaster response and recovery operations, in a timely, 
efficient, and effective manner. 

Furthermore, FEMA does not even have a complete documented 
inventory of its system to support disasters, nor does it have a com- 
prehensive IT strategic plan with clearly defined goals for its com- 
ponents. Program and field offices, we found, are continuing to de- 
velop IT systems independently of the office of the Chief Informa- 
tion Officer (CIO) and have been slow to adopt FEMA’s standard 
IT development approach. 

Without modern integrated systems, EEMA is hard-pressed to 
perform at its best, as evidenced by the fraud, waste, and abuse 
that has plagued the agency since its inception. It cannot prepare 
timely and reliable financial reports from which to make informed 
financial management decisions. 

It cannot readily share critical information within its own ranks, 
or with its Federal partners at the Federal, State, and local levels. 
It cannot track its disaster work force, the status of its mission as- 
signments, or work being performed by its contractors and grant- 
ees, at least not with any reasonable degree of reliability. 

Until these issues are addressed, FEMA’s programs and taxpayer 
dollars will continue to be vulnerable to fraud, wasteful spending, 
and poor performance, similar to the wasteful spending for 
unneeded travel trailers after Hurricane Katrina or the millions 
paid to ineligible disaster assistance applicants, or the millions 
paid to unscrupulous contractors. 

Granted, EEMA recognizes and is attempting to remedy many of 
these problems and weaknesses, and has actually made some head- 
way, as you can see and have heard from the Administrator today. 
However, does FEMA have the resolve and wherewithal to sustain 
those efforts? 

The ability of FEMA to do so is fragile, not only because of the 
early stage of development that these initiatives are in, but also be- 
cause of the Nation’s economic environment and the constant dis- 
ruptions caused by the inordinate number of disasters that EEMA 
must service each year. 

Unless there is a sustained commitment and continuing invest- 
ment of resources, there is a good chance, if history is to serve as 
an indicator, that we will be talking about these same problems 5 
or 10 years from now. 

The second issue that concerns me is the lack of performance 
standards and metrics to measure the level of disaster prepared- 
ness at all levels of government, Eederal, State, and local. In July 
1993, 18 years ago, GAO reported that FEMA had neither estab- 
lished performance standards nor developed a program for evalu- 
ating Federal, State, and local preparedness for catastrophic dis- 
aster response. 

Until that is accomplished, according to GAO, FEMA will not be 
able to judge the Nation’s readiness, nor will it be able to hold 
itself or its State and local partners accountable. In 1998, 13 years 
ago, FEMA claimed to be in the process of developing a method- 
ology for assessing hazard risk and disaster response capabilities. 
Yet, to this day, FEMA has not finalized its methodology, nor has 
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it finalized the systems and performance metrics and processes 
necessary to track and measure emergency management capabili- 
ties and performance. 

State and local governments have received billions of dollars over 
the past 8 years and are estimated to receive billions more over the 
years to come. However, without a bona fide performance measure- 
ment system, it is impossible to determine whether these annual 
investments are actually improving our Nation’s disaster prepared- 
ness posture. 

Furthermore, without clear, meaningful performance standards, 
FEMA lacks the tools necessary to make informed funding deci- 
sions. In today’s economic climate, it is critical that FEMA con- 
centrate its limited resources on those hazards that pose the great- 
est risk to the country. 

The third issue that concerns me is the lack of transparency and 
accountability in the use of disaster relief funds and to prevent 
fraud, waste, and abuse of those funds. Literally hundreds and 
hundreds of OIG audits and investigations over the years have 
demonstrated that FEMA programs are extremely vulnerable to 
fraud, waste, and abuse. 

Yet, FEMA still has not developed a robust program to curtail 
fraud, waste, and abuse within its programs. The extent of the 
fraud and abuse that the OIG uncovers every year, year after year 
for the past 20 years, at least since I have been associated with 
FEMA, is unacceptable and it needs to be addressed and it needs 
to be addressed aggressively. 

Unfortunately, there is a long-standing mindset within the 
FEMA rank and file that fraud prevention is the exclusive respon- 
sibility of the OIG. Many believe that FEMA’s responsibility is sim- 
ply to dole out funds to individuals and communities affected by a 
disaster, and it is the OIG’s responsibility to catch those who have 
received those funds through fraudulent means. 

This flawed mindset is costing the American taxpayer millions of 
dollars each and every year. Fraud prevention is a shared responsi- 
bility. In 2007, in response to an OIG proposal, FEMA created a 
Fraud Prevention Unit to address the complaints of widespread 
fraudulent activity after four disasters struck Florida in 2004. 

Since then, the unit has been renamed and placed in FEMA’s Of- 
fice of the Chief Security Officer. Although the concept behind the 
fraud unit is sound, it is under-staffed, under-funded, and lacks the 
latest in fraud prevention technology to be effective. Furthermore, 
organizationally, it is buried in the bowels of the agency with very 
little, if any, visibility within the rank and file. 

Consequently, its utility has not been fully utilized. FEMA needs 
to increase the visibility of the fraud unit, expand its scope of re- 
sponsibility to include all disaster relief programs nationwide, and 
mandate fraud prevention training for all of its employees. This 
should help strike a balance between providing assistance and en- 
suring fiscal responsibility. 

A good model that FEMA may want to emulate is the one devel- 
oped by the Recovery, Accountability, and Transparency Board, 
which was created by Congress in 2009 to promote transparency 
and accountability and to prevent fraud, waste, and abuse for near- 
ly $800 billion in economic stimulus recovery programs. Within 9 
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months of its creation, the hoard developed and put into place gov- 
ernment-wide systems to provide transparency and accountability 
and to identify and prevent fraud, waste, and abuse. 

As a result of that initiative, fraud, waste, and abuse of economic 
stimulus funds have been kept to an absolute minimum. There is 
no reason why a small agency such as FEMA cannot do the same. 
We as taxpayers deserve to know that our tax dollars are not being 
wasted or spent on fraudulent activities. To that end, I believe that 
FEMA should review and incorporate many of the precedent-set- 
ting measures used by the Recovery Board in order to ensure prop- 
er stewardship of taxpayer dollars. 

Finally, I am concerned about the diminished emphasis being 
placed on community outreach and awareness to improve hazard 
mitigation strategies and projects and outcomes. Mitigation is con- 
sidered the cornerstone of emergency management. It attempts to 
prevent hazards from developing into disasters or to reduce the ef- 
fects of disasters when they do occur. 

In the late 1990s, FEMA launched an aggressive community out- 
reach and awareness campaign to educate the public about the im- 
portance of mitigation and to create a network of mitigation part- 
ners, both in the public and private sectors, to collaborate on the 
development and implementation of risk-based, all hazards mitiga- 
tion strategies and projects. 

In fact, this campaign was the impetus for the Disaster Mitiga- 
tion Act of 2000. Unfortunately, this initiative lost its momentum 
due to the change in administrations and the tragic events of Sep- 
tember 11, 2001. America’s attention turned to fighting and pre- 
venting terrorism and mitigation faded into the background as an 
emergency management priority. As a result, FEMA is now strug- 
gling to coordinate the mitigation efforts of its stakeholders and de- 
velop a national hazard mitigation strategy. 

To lessen the impact of a catastrophic disaster, mitigation needs 
to be elevated again as a top emergency management priority. And 
FEMA needs to relaunch its campaign to educate the public and its 
mitigation partners about the importance of developing and imple- 
menting mitigation strategies and programs. 

In conclusion, notwithstanding the many initiatives underway, 
many of them very good, I remain concerned about FEMA’s capa- 
bility and resolve to sustain an effective and efficient catastrophic 
disaster preparedness strategy and program. 

FEMA’s increased involvement in routine disasters, coupled with 
the recent economic downturn and the impact that it is having on 
government budgets at all levels, could easily derail the many ini- 
tiatives currently underway, which is unfortunate. In this day and 
age, it is more important than ever that FEMA be prepared to as- 
sist State and local governments. 

Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Collins, that concludes my 
statement. I will be happy to answer any questions you may have. 

Chairman LiEBERMAN. Thanks, Mr. Skinner. That was direct, as 
we expect from you. Maybe I would call it the tough love that we 
expect from a great inspector general. When we get to the ques- 
tions, I will ask Mr. Fugate if he wants to respond. 
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Our final witness is William O. Jenkins, Jr., Director of Home- 
land Security and Justice Issues at the U.S. Government Account- 
ability Office, known and loved as GAO. 

TESTIMONY OF WILLIAM O. JENKINS, JR.,i DIRECTOR, HOME- 
LAND SECURITY AND JUSTICE ISSUES, U.S. GOVERNMENT 

ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE 

Mr. Jenkins. Chairman Lieberman and Ranking Member Col- 
lins, I appreciate the opportunity to be here today to discuss 
FEMA’s efforts to measure and assess national capabilities to re- 
spond to a catastrophic disaster. So some of my comments will echo 
those of Mr. Skinner. 

The horrifying and heart-wrenching photos and videos from 
Japan vividly illustrate one of the key characteristics of a cata- 
strophic disaster. The response capabilities of the affected areas are 
almost immediately overwhelmed, and substantial outside assist- 
ance is quickly needed. Effective response requires the resources 
and coordinated action of a wide array of government and non-gov- 
ernmental entities. The Hurricane Katrina response drew on re- 
sources from almost every State in the lower 48. 

Basically preparing for disasters requires identifying what needs 
to be done, by whom, and how well it should be done. More specifi- 
cally, this includes identifying: One, the nature of the risks faced 
in specific geographic areas; two, the types and scale of the poten- 
tial disaster consequences arising from these risks; three, the de- 
sired outcomes in addressing these consequences; four, the capabili- 
ties needed to achieve the desired outcomes; five, who should fund, 
develop, and maintain specific needed capabilities; and six, metrics 
for assessing the extent to which needed capabilities are available 
for deployment. 

Detailed operational plans are the blueprint for who should do 
what and how the activities of the many players will be managed 
and coordinated. Training to perform assigned roles and capabili- 
ties should be coupled with exercises to test and assess the oper- 
ational plan and identify areas of strength and gaps that need to 
be addressed. 

The Federal Government has provided more than $34 billion to 
States, localities, and some non-governmental organizations to en- 
hance their capabilities to protect, prevent, respond, and recover 
from major disasters. The Post-Katrina Emergency Management 
Reform Act gave FEMA responsibility for leading the Nation in de- 
veloping a national preparedness system, developing measures of 
desire capabilities, and assessing those capabilities and the re- 
sources needed to achieve them. 

This is a complex and daunting task. As Mr. Fugate notes in 
many public presentations, it is a task that FEMA may lead, but 
whose success requires the effective partnership of numerous gov- 
ernment and non-governmental entities, as well as the American 
public. 

In September 2010, the Local, State, Tribal, and Federal Task 
Force on Preparedness reported there was no agreed-upon method 
of assessing disaster preparedness or the extent to which Federal 
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grants have enhanced disaster capabilities and preparedness. They 
suggested a 3-year time line with associated annual tasks for devel- 
oping capability metrics. 

FEMA has initiated a number of efforts over the years to develop 
a method of defining and measuring preparedness. FEMA has 
characterized most of the assessment methodologies it has devel- 
oped as guidance or tools that non-Federal entities can choose to 
use or not. One result of this approach is that available data are 
largely self-reported, difficult to validate, and not necessarily com- 
parable across reporting jurisdictions and entities, thus making it 
difficult to get a picture of national preparedness. 

Each of the efforts to date has partially advanced the ability to 
define and measure disaster preparedness. However, they have not 
been integrated into a comprehensive approach with metrics that 
enables FEMA and its partners to assess national preparedness as 
envisioned by the Post-Katrina Act. 

Until it does have an integrated approach, FEMA will not have 
a basis to operationalize and implement an assessment of disaster 
preparedness across the Nation, nor will it be able to effectively 
target grant resources to the areas of greatest need and potential 
benefit. It is essential that there be a useful, reliable way of com- 
paring capability levels across entities and jurisdictions with cata- 
strophic response roles and responsibilities. 

FEMA has embarked on a new initiative called Whole of Commu- 
nity which incorporates 13 core response capabilities with an em- 
phasis on stabilizing a catastrophic disaster’s effect in the first 72 
hours. This approach will be tested in the National Level Exercise 
this year using a major earthquake on the New Madrid fault. This 
new effort is in its early stages, and it is too early to assess its suc- 
cess. 

Whatever approach is eventually used, it is essential that there 
be a defined end state we want to achieve; a reliable means of as- 
sessing where we are in our ability to achieve that end state; that 
roles and responsibilities are clear; and that we rigorously test and 
periodically re-evaluate the assumptions on which disaster plan- 
ning is based. 

According to news accounts, Japan experienced a significantly 
bigger earthquake and tsunami than the one for which it had 
planned and prepared for the geographic area hit by the disaster. 
It has faced the cumulative effects of three quickly succeeding dis- 
asters, any one of which would have been considered a major dis- 
aster. 

All disasters represent opportunities for learning and assess- 
ment, and this one is no different. A careful assessment of the Jap- 
anese experience can be useful to our own future disaster planning 
and preparation. That concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman. I 
would be pleased to respond to questions you or the Ranking Mem- 
ber may have. 

Chairman LlEBERMAN. Thanks very much, Mr. Jenkins. It was a 
very helpful statement. We will do 7-minute rounds at the begin- 
ning. 

Administrator Fugate, I want to give you a chance to at least 
begin a response to the testimonies of Mr. Skinner and Mr. Jen- 
kins. I want to offer you also the opportunity to file a written re- 


VerDate Nov 24 2008 


14:42 Jan 30, 2012 Jkt067118 PO 00000 Frm 00020 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 P:\DOCS\67118.TXT SAFFAIRS PsN: PAT 



17 


sponse for the Committee’s record because we want to get to other 
questions. But I thought you should have a chance, particularly on 
the various elements of management, to respond to what Mr. Skin- 
ner said. 

Mr. Fugate. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman. Much of what is in 
the IG’s report we are not disagreeing with, but I think, again, that 
is not to say that we are not taking steps, we are. And to say it 
is not a priority, I would beg to differ. The results may not be there 
yet in the IG’s report. But I will give you an example, Mr. Chair- 
man, and again, we will respond in writing. 

But I will give you a sense of when I got to FEMA, the Disaster 
Relief Fund was basically a piggy bank that was used, oftentimes, 
in ways that it was not intented for. We found ourselves funding 
positions that were not directly tied to disasters. It was oftentimes 
used as, if something was not going right, we would go look at the 
DRF when it was not a disaster. 

One of our first steps was to identify all the positions that were 
no longer doing primary disaster work, that were still being fund- 
ed, particularly from the Hurricane Katrina era, that had become 
something that you had already funded in positions. We worked 
with the Office of Management and Budget (0MB) and staff to 
eliminate all the positions that were being funded out of DRF and 
move them into our budgets. We had a 2-year transition period, 
and we were successful in doing that. 

The other thing we looked at was the cost of administering disas- 
ters. In many cases, we were setting up and mobilizing large num- 
bers of folks to administer disasters, and we asked the question. 
Can we do this without necessarily setting up a facility? So we in- 
troduced and had built upon a concept that was already there, 
what we call a virtual joint field office. Instead of going out and 
setting up an office, can we work this from the region and avoid 
that cost? It does not slow down our response and recovery, but it 
does reduce the overall cost of how we administer the disaster 
itself 

For fraud and waste, we have been working to make sure that 
we have the acquisition staff we need. A large percentage of our 
acquisition staff are contractors doing those conversions over and 
getting them certified; requiring that not only those people that, by 
law, are required to have ethics training do, but require all FEMA 
employees to take ethics training annually. As was pointed out, 
this was a huge issue in the response in Hurricane Katrina, not 
having a strong acquisition force and people that can go out and 
utilize contracts that were already bid appropriately that we could 
use in a disaster. And if we do have to do acquisition, having the 
acquisition specialist to go in the field to support the joint field of- 
fice. These are things we had not done before that we are imple- 
menting. 

Again, I think many of these things we take to heart. Our imple- 
mentation of it is not as swift as you would like or as the IG would 
like, but I think these are areas we are moving forward. 

A big part of this was getting the staff hired, getting them 
trained, and as the IG has pointed out, both in his reports and his 
testimony, is maintaining and getting staff trained and in those po- 
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sitions so that as we deal with disasters, we are not always pulling 
from staff that are responsible for the day-to-day management. 

And again, as part of that was looking at our management struc- 
ture and putting a higher priority on these backbone systems that 
are required to do the day-to-day business, but also support dis- 
aster response. 

So while I will not disagree with the findings of the IG, I would 
state that it is not a lack of effort, but those results may not be 
necessarily showing up yet as we continue to work to build that ca- 
pability. 

Chairman LlEBERMAN. We will continue to monitor, obviously, 
and after some period of time come back and do another oversight 
hearing, hopefully not in the shadow of a catastrophic disaster 
somewhere in the world. 

Let me go to some questions that come off of what is happening 
in Japan now. To state the obvious to you, FEMA is not responsible 
for the safety of the operation of nuclear power plants. That is the 
purview of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). FEMA has 
responsibility, along with other entities, for being prepared to re- 
spond to an accident at a nuclear power plant, the effect of weath- 
er, earthquakes, or a terrorist attack on the nuclear power plant. 

I am interested, since we have all, unfortunately, learned a lot 
about types of nuclear reactors, whether the plans for a response 
that you have are affected by the particular designs of nuclear 
power plants, or whether that gets to a level of detail and nuance 
that is hard for you to get to. In other words, whether you evaluate 
the resiliency of a particular nuclear power plant as you plan a pre- 
paredness strategy for an event at that plant. 

Mr. Fugate. Mr. Chairman, this goes back to the findings from 
Three Mile Island that required, at that time, the new FEMA that 
was created in the reorganization that President Carter signed; 
that under the Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s regulations, 
FEMA was responsible for administering what is called the Radio- 
logical Emergency Preparedness Program, which was to work with 
local and State governments. 

In this particular program, the determination as to what level we 
prepared to is based upon those regulations that were established 
by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission based upon the findings 
after Three Mile Island. They are not specific to the reactor. They 
are specific to the regulations, and the regulations require that 
planning for individuals is based upon a 10-mile planning zone 
around the facilities with an additional 50-mile emergency plan- 
ning zone for what is determined to be ingestion or the possibility 
of food pathway risk. 

These plans and the exercises that are done and required to be 
certified for those plants are conducted on a recurring basis against 
the standards in the regulations. So it would be something where 
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission would make determinations as 
to modifications to the distances or actions taken. 

Our job is to make sure that we work as a team with local and 
State government, that they can execute those protective measures, 
which may include evacuation, decontamination of vehicles trav- 
eling through the area, sheltering, the warning systems, and other 
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protective actions that local and State officials would take in the 
event that an accident occurred. 

Chairman LiEBERMAN. So let me ask you the baseline question, 
maybe the circumstance is answered, but if a combination of events 
like the ones that have occurred in Japan occurred here in the 
United States, would FEMA be prepared to respond? 

Mr. Fugate. Given what we are seeing there, it would go, I 
think, far beyond what we currently have in our Radiological 
Emergency Preparedness Program. But fortunately, we built a lot 
of capability within the National Guard, within the Department of 
Defense, but also within the local hazardous material teams that 
have received these grant fundings, particularly when we look at 
the threat of improvised nuclear devices or radiological dispersal 
devices. 

So with the civil support teams that have been built within the 
National Guard or the Chemical, Biological, Radiological, Nuclear, 
and High Yield Explosives (CBRNE) capabilities that NORTHCOM 
has to respond in support of these teams, we have, I think, for this 
type of event — again, we would not speak to the reactor. That 
would be really the lead of the NRC. But if there were con- 
sequences off sites, the ability to monitor that is a team effort, the 
ability to do the decontamination and support the evacuations, I 
think there is a lot more capability that even goes beyond what we 
have in our commercial reactor safety programs that could be 
brought to bear, mainly because of the additional preparedness we 
do for improvised devices or dispersal devices. 

Chairman LiEBERMAN. Well, that is an important answer, and I 
hope people who are listening find it reassuring. One is, we live in 
a world with a lot of risks. But the capabilities to respond to a ter- 
rorist attack involving a radiological device or, at worst, a nuclear 
weapon here in the United States, those capabilities also, obvi- 
ously, can be brought to bear in the case of an accident or a natural 
disaster such as the one we are watching in Japan now, which al- 
ready is, but may have significant radiological consequences. 

I think it is very important to state that since September 11, 
2001, and, of course, intensely since Hurricane Katrina, we have 
developed extra capacities that FEMA can bring to bear, particu- 
larly within the Defense Department on, as you say, the response 
teams and the National Guards, which are right there and will 
probably be the first responders — apart from local law enforce- 
ment — on the site. 

And second, very specialized skills in specialized units that are 
stood up at the national level within the Defense Department, to 
come in and deal with the radiological consequences of such an 
event. I guess my question is, have I got it right? 

Mr. Fugate. Yes, sir. It is what we call a multi-layer, all-hazard 
approach that many of these teams that were originally designed 
for commercial nuclear power plants actually give locals the capa- 
bility to respond to other threats. And conversely, the funds and 
the building of the teams to respond to the threat of a dispersal 
device gives us more capability to respond to any event that could 
occur as an accident. 

So in the area of all-hazard, this is one of the things we really 
try to emphasize, when we build these capabilities, oftentimes we 
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are building them against known threats or in the case of ter- 
rorism. But the ability to use them for those things that you did 
not expect, or were greater than what your plans were for, really 
come back to the heart of what we are trying to get to, is planning 
for these likely maximum events and realize that it really takes the 
ability to leverage all of our resources, not necessarily as originally 
planned, but how they could be utilized as part of the team if we 
saw this type of event. 

Chairman LlEBERMAN. And again, just finally — and then I will 
yield, I am over my time — under Northern Command, which is a 
command of our military which has responsibility now for Home- 
land Security, we have these two units, 4,500 people in each one, 
one active duty, one reserve, that are specially trained to respond 
to events of this kind and to get there as quickly as possible, cer- 
tainly within the 72-hour window that you have talked about. 
Thanks, Administrator. Senator Collins. 

Senator Collins. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Administrator, you have pointed out that the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission would be the lead agency if the United States were to 
experience the kind of accident or level of damage at a commercial 
nuclear reactor that is occurring now in Japan. But FEMA, under 
the national planning scenarios, is responsible for the operational 
planning under a number of scenarios, one of which is a major 
earthquake, another is a nuclear attack, and another is essentially 
a dirty bomb. 

Has FEMA completed the operational planning for those 15 sce- 
narios that clearly outlines the roles and responsibilities of all of 
your partners? In other words, is it really clear who is responsible 
for what if, God forbid, we had the kind of multiple catastrophe 
that Japan is experiencing right now? 

Mr. Fugate. In looking at the 15 planning scenarios, and I think 
we are collapsing some of this down into what are the things that 
we respond to that are similar and what are the unique authorities 
that are different across those? 

And this comes back to, when we are doing the all-hazard plan- 
ning and looking at the catastrophic, we are actually looking at an 
improvised nuclear device, the earthquake scenarios, particularly 
in California, and the Category 5 hurricanes, and looking at the 
possible total number of casualties, the impacts, and response to 
support that, and then going back through the authorities of which 
Federal agencies would have different pieces of that. 

One of the things that you will note is that the Nuclear Regu- 
latory Commission, as a regulatory agency, is responsible for the 
power plants. But if an event occurs outside of that that is not a 
regulated facility, it is actually the Department of Energy that has 
the lead on the radiological response. 

And so, it is our ability to go through these and look at and de- 
conflict where we have the authorities, make sure they are clear, 
and part of this is through the exercises that we do to look at this. 
We, most recently, conducted exercises looking at nuclear power 
plants and looking at whose authorities are there and what we 
would operate under. 

So as we go through these scenarios, that is what we are doing. 
The status of that, I will go back and submit that in writing be- 
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cause each one of those scenarios has various components that are 
being completed or have been completed for the planning scenarios. 

Senator Collins. Mr. Skinner and Mr. Jenkins, are the roles and 
responsibilities clear, in your judgment, under the 15 disaster sce- 
narios that should be operational planning is not yet completed for? 
I mean, I am sort of answering my own question because if it is 
not completed, it is unlikely to be clear. But what is your assess- 
ment? I will start with you, Mr. Skinner. 

Mr. Skinner. First, I would like to say that we have not done 
a study to determine the clarity of the individual roles. But during 
the course of our work, we were able to determine that the respon- 
sibilities are becoming clearer, and this is a direct result, I think, 
of the confusion that we witnessed after Hurricane Katrina. People 
sat down in the room and started more clearly defining who is on 
first, who has the operational responsibilities, and who is in 
charge. 

So in that regard, after Hurricane Katrina, we feel comfortable 
that the clarity of the roles are becoming clearer. But again, a lot 
of these things are not complete. So we are really trying to use a 
crystal ball to predict how is it going to play out in the future. 

But with regards to earthquakes that Administrator Fugate re- 
ferred to, and as well as nuclear detonation and major hurricanes. 
Category 5 hurricanes, as a result of that work, we feel that the 
roles are relatively clear. 

Senator Collins. Mr. Jenkins, do you agree? 

Mr. Jenkins. Yes, I do agree with that. I think there has defi- 
nitely been progress made, but I think one of the issues that we 
are concerned about is, until you get these plans completed, one of 
the things that is important for State, local, or other officials that 
are involved, it is the totality of the roles and responsibilities that 
we have across these scenarios, and then what are the capabilities 
we need to be able to carry out those roles and responsibilities ef- 
fectively. 

So it is really important to know the totality of that so you know, 
this is what I am responsible for, these are the kind of capabilities 
I need to build. 

Senator Collins. Mr. Skinner, you put out a report in December 
that revealed that FEMA had stopped attempting to recover im- 
proper disaster assistance payments that were made after Hurri- 
canes Katrina and Rita, and you identified approximately 160,000 
applicants that have received improper payments totaling more 
than $643 million. 

Is this in addition to the improper uses of the $2,000 debit cards 
that were given out in the wake of Hurricane Katrina? 

Mr. Skinner. Yes, it is. Also, it does not include those cases of 
fraudulent activity that we investigated. I would like to make clear 
something that Senator Landrieu made reference to, that is, simply 
because you have filed an incomplete application or have unclear 
data on your application, does not automatically put you in a buck- 
et as a fraudulent applicant. It puts you in a bucket as a potential 
ineligible applicant. 

Senator Collins. And there is a difference. 

Mr. Skinner. There is a very big difference. 

Senator Collins. Absolutely. 
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Mr. Skinner. And I would like to make that clarification. 

Senator Collins. I am pleased that you did because I was going 
to ask you that very question. I want to ask you a series of ques- 
tions about that, but since my time on this round is almost expired, 
I will wait for the next round. 

Chairman LiEBERMAN. Thanks, Senator Collins. 

Senator Brown, welcome. Thanks for being here. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR BROWN 

Senator Brown. I would not miss it. I do not think I have, actu- 
ally, so happy to be here, obviously. I appreciate you holding this 
hearing. 

A report published in a Boston paper indicates that the Bay 
State Nuclear Power Plant is the second highest in the Nation for 
the potential of suffering core damage from an earthquake. Are any 
of you familiar with that report at all? 

Mr. Jenkins. No, I am not. 

Mr. Skinner. No. 

Senator Brown. No? 

Mr. Fugate. Mr. Chairman, Senator, I think I am familiar with 
the — is this the ranking of the power plant? 

Senator Brown. Right. 

Mr. Fugate. Was this the one done by the NRC that went back 
and re-ranked the probability of the events? 

Senator Brown. Yes. 

Mr. Fugate. I have seen that report, sir. 

Senator Brown. So in light of that, they were number two appar- 
ently. Have there been any efforts by any of you at all to reach out 
and make sure that we are squared away? 

Mr. Fugate. Senator, what is going on inside of the plant and 
the regulatory part of that is the purview of the Nuclear Regu- 
latory Commission. But around each one of the licensed nuclear 
power plants, FEMA supports State and local governments to do 
the exercises that they do for certification and exercises and drills 
for those plants. 

The report is from the NRC, but what we do at FEMA and have 
been doing prior to this report is based upon the regulatory guid- 
ance and requirements to do the exercises and the things we exer- 
cise against. That is an ongoing program. So I am not sure what 
the NRC, with this report, what, if anything, would change from 
that regarding the plant. 

Senator Brown. So if I wanted to find that out, I would have to 
reach out to them? 

Mr. Fugate. Yes, sir. 

Senator Brown. We will do that. 

Also, let me just backtrack for a second. God forbid anything like 
this happens, so I will just take this particular plant. It is near the 
ocean, very similar situation, apparently is No. 2 at risk in the 
country. How confident are you that if something like this happens 
in the United States, that you will have the ability — and I under- 
stand, apparently, from some of the testimony and what I have 
read is, apparently you guys are in charge in terms of imple- 
menting. You are the go-to people now. Is that accurate in terms 
of dictating who does what and who is in charge? 
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Is it an ongoing plan that is developing? 

Mr. Fugate. In response to a nuclear power plant, inside of the 
facility is regulated by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. Out- 
side of the plant is actually the local and State responders with 
FEMA supporting them. And if you had a scenario that resulted in 
a release, the most important thing to occur would be to success- 
fully evacuate people away from that plant. 

Those are the type of things that the exercise plans work on. 
These are the things that local and State officials train against. 
And our role at the Federal Government would be to support them 
with additional resources, if required, in the event that an evacu- 
ation had to take place. 

But those are the things that I think, from the standpoint of your 
questions — if you would like. Senators, to have our staff reach out 
with the State and give your staff an update on what those plans 
are so you can take a look at that and get a better idea what 

Senator Brown. Yes, that would be great because I am con- 
cerned about who is in charge. Listening and doing, some of the 
work on it, I have a great concern. It is like the left hand — very 
similar to a Hurricane Katrina situation. There is going to be a lot 
of breakdowns. I know there has been a lot of improvement. I want 
to, obviously, make that well-known. 

But now we are getting to the point where we always seem to 
be reactionary instead of, obviously, keeping ahead of the ball 
game. 

I do not want to take the thunder from Senator Collins’s com- 
ments about the $643 million and the difference between fraudu- 
lent and ineligible, and I am just going to make a statement, which 
is, I find it amazing that we just give away millions and millions 
of dollars with really no accountability. 

And if, in fact, we have improperly paid somebody, that we go 
after it. We get a collection agency, we go after it, we get our 
money, give them a third, collect whatever we have to do. I was 
in a Medicare/Medicaid hearing the other day, and they were talk- 
ing about $76 billion that were just given out, whether it is 
through ineligible or fraudulent. But the bottom line is, there is a 
breakdown somewhere and being one of the newer people here, still 
over a year away, I am just flabbergasted at the amount of just — 
it is a million here, a million there. We are fighting for millions. 

My State could use millions, whether it is Low Income Home En- 
ergy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) money. Head Start programs, 
or the fishing industry. 

I have to run to another hearing, but I would love to hear, like 
Senator Collins, where is the money, is it coming back, and why 
did they give up? So I do not want to take away from that, but I 
do have time for one or two more questions. 

When you talk about the all-hazard approach, and I think it is 
an extension of what I was just asking, and if you could maybe fol- 
low up again with my office and how we can do it offline. With ev- 
erything that is happening, and I have been following it, what hap- 
pened in Japan, like everybody else. It is just so devastating. I can- 
not imagine that there is going to be one agency in Massachusetts 
who would just say, “OK, you go here, you go here.” 
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So I am really concerned, not only in Massachusetts but through- 
out the country if something like this happens. I am not confident 
yet, and I am hopeful that someone can give me the information 
to make sure that we all know what to do. Is it evacuation? Is it 
command and control? Is it military? I think it is a combination of 
everything. Can you shed any light on my thoughts? 

Mr. Fugate. In the time we have, I can start and then I would 
like to have an opportunity. Senator Brown 

Senator Brown. Well, we can do that, because I do not want to 
take Senator Akaka’s time. 

Mr. Fugate. Well, I just want to make this one point. 

Chairman LlEBERMAN. I think you are asking an important ques- 
tion so I would urge Administrator Fugate to give you a response. 

Mr. Fugate. In many of our disasters, and we always start with 
who is going to be the closest responders no matter how big the 
disaster, it is always the local responders. And in some cases, as 
we saw in this, they can be destroyed in the disaster itself We saw 
this in Hurricane Katrina, we saw this in the tsunami. The next 
layer is the governor and their team, including the un-impacted 
communities and the National Guard responding. And then the 
next level is the Federal Government. 

I think one of the things that is a little bit different that this 
Committee saw was the fact that previously FEMA would have to 
wait for somebody to call for help before we could begin mobilizing 
the Federal resources, including the Department of Defense. This 
Committee changed the law so that no longer do we have to wait 
until a State is overwhelmed. But even if there is the appearance 
that they may need that help, we can start mobilizing resources. 

But one of the key things is it is done as a coordinated effort 
with the local officials, the governor and their team, and then the 
President’s team as directed under the Homeland Security Act and 
the Stafford Act to coordinate Federal assistance so that governors 
do not have to go shopping the Federal agencies to figure out who 
is coming or who does what. 

I think this is the one thing this Committee really focused on 
after Hurricane Katrina was, you had to make sure that the gov- 
ernor, who is then responsible for coordinating the response in 
their State, has that one place that is going to coordinate on behalf 
of the President, all the Federal resources including the Depart- 
ment of Defense, in their disaster. 

Senator Brown. I would love to talk to you about this some 
more, maybe someone from your staff, we can connect. 

Mr. Fugate. Yes. 

Senator Brown. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman LlEBERMAN. Thanks, Senator Brown. 

Administrator, am I not right that once a year, FEMA and the 
NRC, and perhaps local officials, go through a dry run about a dis- 
aster at every nuclear plant in the country? Is that right? 

Mr. Fugate. It is actually a little bit more than that. We do a 
formal, evaluated exercise where we actually grade the operator 
and the local governments and State governments, and every 2 
years they actually have to be certified and any deficiencies or 
areas requiring correction have to be addressed. 
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They perform about four drills a year. Those could be anything 
from a decontamination exercise where we are actually taking vehi- 
cles and how you would wash them down and monitor, or the 
warning systems, or other parts of the plan. 

And generally, they also have practice exercises built into that 
cycle. So rather than just every 2 years you do one exercise, there 
is a series of drills and exercises, and then the evaluated exercise 
is where they are actually graded on their ability to perform those 
functions. 

Again, it is done against those regulatory functions that say, you 
have to warn the population in this amount of time from the time 
the event escalates. You have to be able to shelter and evacuate the 
populations within these time frames. You have to be able to do all 
these things against a population at risk. So it is actually based on 
who lives there, what is that population? 

Chairman LlEBERMAN. Right. 

Mr. Fugate. And it is adjusted to that particular community and 
that local and State government response. 

Chairman LlEBERMAN. So in the case the power plant in Massa- 
chusetts, there is a plan if something should happen? 

Mr. Fugate. I would imagine if you went to the local phone 
books, you could actually find a map. This is generally how we do 
stuff, get the information out so people know if you live inside of 
that zone, that this may be an evacuation zone. You will generally 
find that you have outdoor warning systems, sirens, or telephone 
notification systems that are enhancing our emergency alert sys- 
tem tied to that area. 

You will find that the local responders have a lot more equip- 
ment for radiological monitoring and detection than you would nor- 
mally find. These are kind of the things, again, because these are 
point-specific hazards, that we plan against and you exercise 
against. They are very well-known to the local officials and the 
State officials who do that planning. 

Chairman LlEBERMAN. Thank you. Senator Akaka, welcome. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR AKAKA 

Senator Akaka. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and Sen- 
ator Collins. Thank you for holding this hearing. I also want to ex- 
tend my thank you to the witnesses for being here today. 

I would like to recognize FEMA, particularly Region 9 Adminis- 
trator Nancy Ward, for collaborating extensively with Hawaii’s civil 
defense and joint catastrophic planning. She does a great job. My 
home State of Hawaii and the Pacific territories face unique chal- 
lenges, as you know very well, because of their remote locations 
and a limited logistics base in Hawaii. There is still much for us 
to do, and I am glad that we are having this hearing. 

Administrator Fugate, as you know. States rely on neighboring 
States to provide critical assistance in the event of a disaster. How- 
ever, Hawaii is over 2,000 miles from the mainland, so other States 
may not be able to provide timely support. FEMA has a disaster 
supply warehouse in west Oahu and one in Guam. Should a major 
disaster strike Hawaii, either damaging the warehouse or over- 
whelming our supplies, what plans does EEMA have to quickly re- 
supply Hawaii? 
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Mr. Fugate. Well, thank you for that question, Senator, and also 
I have to thank the State of Hawaii and the Hawaiian National 
Guard who helped us respond to American Samoa when the tsu- 
nami hit there. The challenges, again as we know in the Pacific, 
the distances, require us to both leverage what we have in the 
FEMA warehouses, but also our local coordination with Pacific 
Command (PACOM), and their resources. 

When Nancy Ward, as you pointed out, one of our regional ad- 
ministrators, starts to talk with her counterparts there in Hawaii 
or in the territories in the event that we see something coming — 
again, we know the distances, we know we cannot wait — we are of- 
tentimes starting to look at how we will start to ship or fly re- 
sources in. 

This is the close coordination that we have, both with our ability 
to charter aircraft, but also work with the Department of Defense 
for those most critical supplies. As you remember in American 
Samoa, one of the key issues the governor had was for generators, 
and he could not wait for them to come by barge because he had 
to get his critical systems back up. So we were able to task, ini- 
tially, DOD and later contractors, to fly those generators in there. 

So again, it goes back to the authorities this Committee has vest- 
ed. When we k^now we have these tremendous distances, we often- 
times have to make decisions before we have requests or before we 
have all the information to start moving, particularly in the most 
critical life saving supplies because we will not have time to make 
up. 

So those are the continency plans, again as in Guam and in Ha- 
waii. We base those supplies on the time it would take to ship sup- 
plies, but recognize that if they are impacted, we would actually be 
flying supplies as soon as airfields were available. 

Senator Akaka. Yes. I agree that coordination relationship with 
the military really makes a difference. Administrator Fugate, as 
was evident in the recent events, Hawaii and Pacific Coast States 
and territories face the greatest tsunami hazard in the United 
States. The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
(NOAA) manages Federal tsunami detection and warning efforts, 
and partners with Federal agencies to reduce tsunami risks. 

How is FEMA working with NOAA to coordinate tsunami pre- 
paredness and response plans? 

Mr. Fugate. We work very closely, as they are the subject mat- 
ter experts on the hazard, and in supporting the States and terri- 
tories as they map their innundation zones. One of the areas that 
we help them in their tsunami-ready programs is in the warning 
systems. This is an area that we are currently working with the 
governor of American Samoa who did not have a tsunami warning 
system prior to the last event, particularly the outdoor notification 
systems, which we saw work very effectively in Hawaii during this 
last crisis. 

So we continue to work with NOAA as they give us the warnings 
to activate through our national warning systems, was how we 
originally got those calls out to the States and territories that we 
did have a tsunami warning. And then working with the grant pro- 
grams we provide, for them to build and develop those warning sys- 
tems. This is the other part of, again, looking at where we are 
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making progress with these homeland security funds, is building 
warning systems for these types of events. 

Fortunately, we had a lot more warning in this one, hut as we 
saw with American Samoa, you can very often have the earthquake 
occur and the tsunami occur right after that. So the warning piece 
of this, the mapping, and the understanding of those hazards are 
key so that local officials have the information about who and 
where and how far you need to evacuate. Then we need to support 
them through the Integrated Public Alert and Warning System 
(IPAWS) and the other warning tools that we have enhancing the 
emergency alert system and outdoor warning systems so we can 
warn that population in time. 

Senator Akaka. Administrator Fugate, according to census data, 
nearly 25 million adults in the United States do not speak English 
well. FEMA must communicate effectively during disaster response 
and recovery with a large and diverse population of non-English 
speakers. What steps has FEMA taken to make sure that it can do 
so? 

Mr. Fugate. We continue to look at our populations, and one of 
the concepts that is not new — it is actually, I thought, pretty much 
a reflection of what this Committee was trying to drive at. We 
needed to quit planning for easy and plan for real. 

English does not cut it if I am deaf and hard of hearing and all 
I know is American sign language and all you gave me is closed 
caption and that is not my first language. Or if my primary lan- 
guage and the language that I was born with is not English, and 
in a crisis, I cannot understand what you are trying to tell me to 
do and I do not get the information I need. 

So we work very closely back with our State and local partners 
to look at the languages and the needs and recognize that we have 
to make sure that we are providing information in a way that peo- 
ple need it, not what is convenient to us. So we have worked to pro- 
vide more and more of our preparedness information in multiple 
languages. 

We have created, in addition to our Ready.gov Web site, a 
Listo.gov, which is a full site in Spanish, as well as ensuring that 
in the various languages in our States where they have identified 
significant populations, that we provide preparedness information 
in those languages, that we have those language skills available to 
back up our registration centers. 

But most importantly, we understand that American sign lan- 
guage is also a language that we have to be able to communicate 
in, and we cannot depend just upon text messaging or text crawls 
to reach that population. 

Senator Akaka. Yes. Well, I thank you very much for the work 
that you are doing, and I wish you well. 

Mr. Fugate. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Akaka. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman LiEBERMAN. Thanks, Senator Akaka. 

The reports that I have seen. Administrator Fugate, indicate that 
as a result of the earthquake and tsunami in Japan, there are 
more than 400,000 people who have been forced from their homes 
and they are living in emergency shelters or with relatives. Appar- 
ently another 24,000 or 25,000 are stranded. Obviously these are 
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the nightmarish memories we have of Hurricane Katrina with peo- 
ple pushed out of their homes and not an adequate system to give 
them shelter. 

I know that FEMA recently signed an agreement with the Amer- 
ican Red Cross to co-lead efforts for mass care and sheltering after 
a disaster, including what we call today a catastrophic disaster. 
What will be the capacity in most parts of the country? In other 
words, I know 430,000 is an enormous number, but how many peo- 
ple, under FEMA’s current organization, will we be able to shelter 
who have been made homeless by a catastrophe? 

Mr. Fugate. Mr. Chairman, that, a lot of times, is going to be 
based upon the State and the types of hazards they have. In the 
State of Florida where I came from, we had shelter capacity getting 
up to over 800,000, but we would not expect to use that because 
very rarely would a hurricane produce that big of an evacuation. 

But this is what we are doing. I think this comes back to what 
the IG and GAO have really come back on. When we are trying to 
talk about preparedness, unless we are planning against a number, 
it is hard. It is about how you get traction because everything is 
always localized or state-based. 

So in our strategic plan, when we said we were going to do all 
this stuff, I said, well, put a number against it because I cannot 
measure it. 

Chairman LlEBERMAN. Right. 

Mr. Fugate. So we started looking at, if you looked at what we 
call the maximum-maximum, you look at an improvised nuclear de- 
vice, the most catastrophic thing we could think of in a metropoli- 
tan area, if we looked at our worst Category 5 hurricane hitting in 
the most populated areas, if we look at these large earthquakes, 
what are these upper end numbers? 

And we start finding that the numbers actually look, primarily 
at the numbers we are seeing from Japan, we were actually looking 
at these types of numbers. 

Chairman LlEBERMAN. So it would potentially be over 400,000 or 
in that range? 

Mr. Fugate. Yes, sir. We have actually looked at, for casualties 
requiring medical assistance, several hundred thousand. This is 
why we were trying to plan our logistics and ability to move to 
those areas. We know we have the risk, but also where we did not 
see it coming, but all of a sudden it is there. For about a million- 
and-a-half We need to see if we get enough supplies and provide 
enough capacity. 

And what may happen is you may not be able to shelter people 
in the surrounding areas, because if the devastation is that 
great 

Chairman LlEBERMAN. Right. 

Mr. Fugate [continuing]. What you may end up having to do is 
move people to where you could shelter them. 

Chairman LlEBERMAN. Right. 

Mr. Fugate. And that is one of the advantages of working with 
the Red Cross and other volunteer organizations, as we saw in 
Hurricane Katrina when we had to actually start moving people 
out of there, is to move them to areas outside of that area and pro- 
vide that. And then this is, again, in the short-term shelter phase 
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of getting people where we are meeting the most basic needs of 
medical care, food, water, and a roof over their heads, until we can 
see what is next. 

Is this some place we can get back to, or in the case we are see- 
ing there, this devastation will not be repaired quickly. You are not 
going to be doing temporary housing there. You are going to have 
to find a longer-term housing solution as people make a decision 
about what is the next step. 

Chairman LlEBERMAN. So are we prepared now to temporarily 
house that number of people? 

Mr. Fugate. I think we could say it would not be in any one 
area. We would have to distribute those folks across the country. 

Chairman LlEBERMAN. Right. 

Mr. Fugate. But these are the things we are planning against, 
and I think this is where we are looking at. What does it take to 
get there and how do we build that capacity based upon the local 
and State, but where do we fill those gaps? And so, if you go to 
certain parts of the country, yes, they have that capability because 
of the threats they face. But what if it occurs somewhere we were 
not expecting that? 

Chairman LlEBERMAN. Right. 

Mr. Fugate. We do not have a hazard they planned against, but 
we still have to meet that need. So this is where we are trying to 
go on national preparedness, looking at these events, add them up, 
and determining the upper number. Can you move enough supplies 
in to provide emergency food, medical care, and basic sheltering for 
that population? And if you cannot bring it to them, can you take 
them from that area and get them to where they can? This really 
becomes, I think, critical when we are talking about housing. So 
this is what we are planning against, and also looking at the time 
frames to do it. 

Chairman LlEBERMAN. Mr. Skinner, did you have a response you 
wanted to offer for that? 

Mr. Skinner. I agree. FEMA, from the lessons learned in Hurri- 
cane Katrina, has actually taken some very positive steps towards 
sheltering and short-term housing 

Chairman LlEBERMAN. Right. 

Mr. Skinner. And they are also experimenting with different 
types of housing. It can be a very complex issue. One of the con- 
cerns that we have, what we are witnessing now after Hurricane 
Katrina and as well as the disasters in Florida, is not sheltering 
or short-term housing, but it is long-term housing. And that is an 
issue that I think still needs to be addressed. 

There are still some thorny relationships that have to be built to 
accommodate the population for its long-term housing because 
these things will oftentimes last 2, 3, or 4 years before you can 
move back home. 

Chairman LlEBERMAN. Right. Thanks. One of the things our 
Committee has done, we feel at various times that we have to ask 
extreme questions, and we have done some hearings and work on 
what our preparedness would be to respond to, as I mentioned ear- 
lier, the explosion of a radiological device by a terrorist, or a nu- 
clear weapon. 
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And one of the striking conclusions is how people hehave in re- 
sponse to that can actually save tens of thousands of lives. In some 
cases, a decision not to run, to evacuate, will save your life. And 
we heard expert testimony that is what particularly critical, and, 
of course, it would be critical in the case of an event at a nuclear 
power plant as well, is public messaging. 

So I wanted to ask you. Administrator Fugate, if you could give 
us kind of a status report about where FEMA is now on effective 
messaging to the public in the case of a radiological incident. 

Mr. Fugate. Mr. Chairman, the first thing people have to under- 
stand is that, surprising as it may be and this is what the experts 
told you, a nuclear detonation is actually more survivable than peo- 
ple realize if they know those important steps. 

This was actually done and it got overshadowed by the situation 
in Japan, but we were already scheduled to do this — we did what 
we call a webinar with our Citizen Corps Program with the Depart- 
ment of Energy and their experts to start talking about messaging 
and sheltering in place and working with our Citizen Corps Coun- 
cils. 

So we did this as part of a webinar to really start bringing up 
these topics that have historically been so difficult to talk about if 
this does happen, these are the things people need to do. So this 
was a webinar that was actually done this week where we brought 
people in, and it allows us to bring people very cost-effectively into 
an environment where we can have subject matter experts briefing 
them. 

But starting this process using our Citizen Corps Councils as the 
locals to start thinking about how you message this locally, what 
is going to be effective — and again, there is actually a book with 
this title, “How do you Think About the Unthinkable” — and com- 
municate that in a way that is not based upon fear, but of the ac- 
tions you could take to survive. 

So we are working with Department of Energy experts. Their na- 
tional laboratories are really who are the experts in these areas, 
and actually we are conducting this webinar this week on how we 
work with our Citizen Corps Councils and talk about something 
that is very difficult to talk about. 

Chairman LlEBERMAN. So, that is a work in progress now? 

Mr. Fugate. Yes, sir. 

Chairman LlEBERMAN. But obviously, you are working on it. I 
presume that you train all the local areas around the country to 
use both existing communication systems, public ones like radio 
and television, but also, obviously, now you use Internet and 
cellphone and the like? 

Mr. Fugate. Yes, sir. Again, this is what I really challenged our 
team on, there is this tendency that we make people communicate 
the way we are set up to communicate 

Chairman LlEBERMAN. Right. 

Mr. Fugate [continuing]. But not always recognizing that there 
are different tools and the people are not using the same tools we 
are. So how do you start incorporating that in and look at how peo- 
ple communicate versus the way we are prepared to do it? 

So looking at things in social media and other tools. I will give 
you a really short example because I know that you want to ask 
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more questions. But we provide information to the public on Web 
pages. Well, most disasters, if I am evacuated in a shelter, do I 
have a computer and a Web page I can get to? 

Chairman LlEBERMAN. Right. 

Mr. Fugate. But I may have a smartphone. 

Chairman LlEBERMAN. Correct. 

Mr. Fugate. And we have seen in many of our events, the 
phones are actually working, even in Haiti after the earthquake, 
surprisingly. So we went back and said, “Let us quit making people 
go to a Web page when, if they are going to be on a mobile phone, 
let us change our delivery. 

So we created a mobile FEMA page — it is www.m.FEMA.gov — 
that works well on a cellphone, because you do not need to see our 
organization charts, you do not need to see any of our pretty pic- 
tures and graphs. What you need is the information about what is 
happening. And so, we have been really trying to look at how peo- 
ple are using these tools, what makes sense, how are they going 
to get information, and trying to put it in a way that is useful to 
them, not what was convenient for us. 

Chairman LlEBERMAN. Good work. That is very sensible. Senator 
Collins. 

Senator Collins. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Skinner, in your testimony you gave us the depressing news 
that fraud and improper payments have plagued FEMA for a very 
long time. I remember when I was Chairman of this Committee 
back in the good old days, that I held a hearing to look at fraud 
after Hurricane Andrew, and we found improper payments. It was 
Senator Bill Nelson who suggested that we have those hearings. 

Then Hurricane Katrina hit and we found just terrible, hundreds 
of millions of dollars in improper payments, fraud, and abuse. It is 
troubling to me that you can go back decades, apparently, and 
there still is a lack of attention to this problem. 

I was thinking about the fact that the President’s budget cuts 
FEMA’s budget, and it cuts it in ways that may actually be harm- 
ful because it cuts some IT projects out. But what is even more dis- 
turbing to me is perhaps these cuts would not be necessary if we 
had not lost more than a billion dollars over the years in improper 
payments. Certainly that money could be put to better use. 

Could you help guide us on what we should be asking FEMA to 
do? What kind of controls should be put in place so when the next 
catastrophe inevitably hits, we do not see a repetition of wide- 
spread fraud, waste, and abuse? You referred to the work that was 
done with the stimulus bill, and I agree with you that the trans- 
parency and accountability was much better. But what specifically 
would you recommend be done? 

Mr. Skinner. I think, first. Administrator Fugate coined it very 
concisely, and that is, FEMA needs to act fast, but not act hastely. 
With regards to their individual assistance programs, there is a 
mindset that FEMA has to have the money out on the street within 
hours. Therefore, FEMA will make a blanket payment and worry 
about the fraud later. Unfortunately, FEMA does not have the re- 
sources or the wherewithal to go back and try to recoup payments 
that were improperly distributed. 
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With improved internal controls, it may slow the process up a 
few hours, but not days or weeks or, like the old days in Hurricane 
Hugo where it took months to make payments, or Hurricane An- 
drew, where it took weeks to make payments, or the Northridge 
earthquare, where it took weeks. We can still make timely pay- 
ments to those that are deserving, that are in need, but at the 
same time be able to offer a screening process and has the internal 
controls and red flags in place to put aside those applications that 
are in question, whether they be just because of poor information 
or because it is a fraudulent application. That is one thing. 

The second thing is, I think, with the public assistance programs, 
we can do a better job there as well with regards to providing bet- 
ter oversight. The Recovery Board, responsible for the oversight of 
close to $800 billion, were able to produce expenditure reports. The 
board requires anyone that is receiving any funds. State or local 
governments, or primary contractor at the sub-grantee level, to re- 
port to the Recovery Board. 

The system is already in place. Anyone can use this system. The 
Department of Energy introduced this system years ago and it is 
something, I think, FEMA might want to consider because I believe 
that transparency drives accountability. 

What you do not have is just one IG looking at you. You have 
millions of IGs looking at you, because when the local citizens see 
where the money is going, how it has been spent, then they can 
report that there is something amiss, that the money is not going 
where it should, or that contractors are receiving preferential treat- 
ment or are not performing as they should. And that is what drives 
the accountability. 

We can produce that type of reporting after a disaster and train 
the State and locals, it is not difficult. Everyone thought it would 
be. Everyone thought it would drive costs up at State and local 
budgets. It did not. 

The technology today now allows you to take that information 
and transform it into very usable formats that can be manipulated 
to permit your own personal assessments. Reporters may want to 
take the data and manipulate it to determine what type of demo- 
graphics certain funds are going to. State and local governments 
could take it to see what type of projects we are spending money 
on. Education versus highways or airports, things of that nature. 
It can be manipulated to meet your individual needs. 

At the same time, the Recovery Board developed a screening 
process to assist program managers. When contracts or grants are 
awarded, the board can run them through open-source information 
systems as well as law enforcement information systems, and give 
advise — whether those recipients have associations with anyone 
that may have tried to defraud the government in the past. 

And, as a result, the board is able to stop those grants, those con- 
tracts, early on before money was spent. Because once the money 
is spent, it is very difficult to get it back. 

Senator Collins. Do you not think there is also a deterrent ef- 
fect when you announce that there is going to be an aggressive ef- 
fort to prevent waste, fraud, abuse, mismanagement, and improper 
payments? I think one reason that the Recovery Board was suc- 
cessful, largely, is it was set up from the beginning. It was very 
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well publicized. There were Web sites to track spending, and as you 
said, that enlisted the public to help be the eyes and ears. 

But I would also argue that there is a deterrent impact if you 
go after some of the fraud. I know FEMA has argued that it is too 
expensive to go after some of this, “small dollar fraud” that, in a 
cumulative sense, is huge amounts of money. But, in fact, I think 
it is worth the money of going after it because of the message it 
sends that it is not going to be tolerated. 

Mr. Skinner. Absolutely, and I personally witnessed that after 
Hurricanes Andrew and Katrina, and after the Northridge earth- 
quake. A good example is in Northridge. Early on, we made some- 
where between a dozen to two dozen arrests within the first 2 
weeks after EEMA checks went out. When we made those arrests, 
we publicized them on the radio, on the television, in the news- 
paper, every media outlet that we could. Within days, $20 million, 
$30 million was voluntarily returned to EEMA. 

I witnessed the same thing after Hurricane Andrew. After we 
made four arrests, the following day, $11 million was returned to 
EEMA. It does have a deterrent effect. 

Also, a contractor or grantee is less inclined to steal funds be- 
cause of the transparency that exists. We know where the funds 
are going, we are watching how it is being spent. Those contractors 
or grantees who intend to steal, will oftentimes back off knowing 
that it is just too risky. 

Senator Collins. Mr. Eugate, you have heard what Mr. Skinner 
has said, that it is worth going after this money. I realize you were 
not Administrator at the time of Hurricane Katrina, but, in fact, 
there has been a new process that the Chief Counsel has for re- 
couping improper payments that has been languishing since late 
2008. Yesterday we received word that EEMA is going to start im- 
plementing the new process. 

That is a long gap that really sends the wrong message. So I 
guess I am asking for you to give a commitment to put in those 
internal controls. I think it is a false choice between providing the 
money quickly enough and providing it in a way that guards 
against fraud. In today’s world with the technology we have, it is 
not an either/or proposition. So I want to encourage you. I am 
going to ask you, are you going to go after some of these improper 
payments? 

Mr. Eugate. The answer is yes, particularly those recoupments 
where we know that we had duplication of benefits. And again, if 
it was fraud, I think the IG would agree that since I have been 
there, if I find fraud, I have been pretty aggressive about referring 
it as soon as we know it. And that I also agree that those that have 
done this willfully needed to be treated as fraud. 

But where we have had those that have oftentimes, either a lack 
of information, duplication of benefits, or were not eligible, is to 
seek that reimbursement. We are doing it. I would also like to 
point out that the IG was also correct in that it has got to be speed, 
not haste. So the question is, why are we giving them money? 
What is the need we are having to meet that we are not meeting 
otherwise? 

I think it is not the size of scale to reassure you that it would 
scale up in a catastrophic disaster, but in the floods in Tennessee 


VerDate Nov 24 2008 14:42 Jan 30, 2012 Jkt067118 PO 00000 Frm 00037 Fmt6633 Sfmt6633 P:\DOCS\67118.TXT SAFFAIRS PsN: PAT 



34 


where we believe it was about $100 million — it was bigger than 
this — but the $100 million in assistance in the first 30 days, no- 
body got a check unless they registered, had their home inspection, 
and they received their funds. 

Again, we were working on speed. We got the inspectors in there. 
Oftentimes, the turn-around time was in several days, so we did 
not create the demand to bypass that system. And we also worked 
very aggressively with the Department of Housing and Urban De- 
velopment (HUD) to go into the shelters because these people that 
were in shelters were going to need disaster housing assistance, 
and get them into those Disaster Housing Assistance Programs 
(DHAP). 

It was not to the scale we saw in Hurricane Katrina, but we 
want to have a positive verification that you were actually living 
where you say you were, that we actually had the inspector get 
there, verify the damages, and again, as we go through this and 
look at the recoupments on that disaster, did we drive that error 
rate down through that process and with those controls? 

And the other piece of this is, again in responding, if we can 
achieve the goal of meeting those basic needs and decrease the 
need to default to financial assistance, which generally is a sign 
that you cannot get supplies in, you are not able to get enough crit- 
ical infrastructure up, and you are not meeting basic needs, so 
what you are going to do is basically give money to people and say, 
“Go figure it out yourself” 

That, I think, comes back to that aggressive response at the front 
end. And then look at the financial assistance, not as the primary 
tool we use, but to help them as we start getting stabilized and 
move into those first steps of recovery. 

Senator Collins. And were not those $2,000 debit cards just an 
invitation to improper spending? I mean, look what they were used 
for: Firearms, bail bonds, diamond rings, entertainment. They were 
not used for food, water, medical supplies in far too many cases. 
Should we be giving out $2,000 debit cards with few questions 
asked? You were not there at the time. 

Mr. Fugate. Yes. I think the Senator makes the point that — 
again, I think this is something the IG can go back and say in Hur- 
ricanes Hugo and Andrew, in Loma Prieta, and other cases, if you 
are not meeting the basic needs, and the response that oftentimes 
is the fallback and it does invite a lot of challenges to administer. 

Senator Collins. I want to say, here and now, that we are not 
going to give out $2,000 debit cards. 

Mr. Fugate. We are not doing debit cards anymore, and that 
program went away. But I have to be cautious — an example would 
be the tsunami itself We may not be able to get in there and do 
home inspections, so we may have to look at other ways to verify 
that people lived there. 

This is where the IG is giving us recommendations to use tools 
like using the type of things you could do if anybody was applying 
for a loan, getting the background information, utility bills, other 
information to verify, versus what has happened before where you 
just go and say, everybody in this ZIP code is going to get assist- 
ance. 
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So again, as people register, we may not be able to go do an in- 
spection. Are there other ways to minimize the number of people 
applying for assistance by showing us some way that they were in 
that area without necessarily doing a home inspection? But where 
we can, it makes it very, I think, efficient to be able to have an 
inspector go to where you were living, verify it was damaged, it 
was in a disaster. 

I think that is a huge step to reduce the level of fraud. And then 
oftentimes, we will see if it was ineligible or duplication of benefits 
because of insurance, not because we were in such haste we were 
not able to take those steps. 

Senator Collins. Thank you. I realize I have gone way over my 
time and I apologize. 

Chairman LiEBERMAN. No, not at all. It was important, and the 
answer was no about the debit card program. 

As I look back to Hurricane Katrina, to make a long and com- 
plicated story too short, first off, we had an extraordinary natural 
disaster event, as, of course, has happened now in Japan. 

But part of what happened is that all levels of government, in- 
cluding the Federal Government and FEMA, did not act quickly 
and preventably, and as it became clear that was so, particularly 
with the television coverage, everybody became horrified about how 
people were being treated or not taken care of on the Gulf Coast. 
In some sense, the government overreacted and started to kind of 
throw out assistance in a way that was just — it was terribly waste- 
ful and was also inviting fraud. That is just what we got. 

Mr. Skinner, do you want to comment on that at all? 

Mr. Skinner. I think that is exactly what happened, and it was 
the same thing after Hurricane Andrew because the cavalry was 
slow to arrive 

Chairman LiEBERMAN. Right. 

Mr. Skinner [continuing]. And the best way to treat the situa- 
tion was to get funds out on the street as fast as possible whether 
you were eligible or not. 

Chairman LiEBERMAN. Yes. And that is where — something you 
said earlier, Mr. Fugate, about getting supplies out there, meeting 
the needs, and once you do that, you do not have to start throwing 
debit cards or money or anything else around. 

Mr. Fugate. Well, the other issue for both you and the Ranking 
Member is, because the amount of funds that we provide are really 
not designed to make people whole 

Chairman LiEBERMAN. Right. 

Mr. Fugate [continuing]. The less money that we give them, in- 
crementally that takes away from the total amount, because again, 
it comes back to the issue of, if they have lost everything and do 
not have insurance, which is why they are eligible for these funds, 
they do not qualify for a Small Business Administration (SBA) 
loan, you want as much of that money going towards their recov- 
ery, not their immediate needs. 

And so again, this also comes back to the preservation of what 
the intention of these funds were. It has never been the intent of 
Congress to make you whole after a disaster. These funds were to 
help you start recovery. And so, if we are putting these funds out 
ahead of time and they are not really getting to that point, it actu- 
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ally decreases the ability to support people when they really should 
start now to manage things on their own and being able to use 
these funds to start that recovery process, versus these funds going 
out in the emergency phase. 

And, as the IG has pointed out, if the basic needs are not being 
met and we are in this situation, we go from being fast to a lot of 
haste and then that, in turn, leads to fraud, waste, and the inabil- 
ity to really make sure we are good stewards of the funds. And so, 
we put a high premium on this idea of stabilization and speed to 
support this and drive, then, the next steps of that initial recovery 
with these funds so they are going towards the intended purposes. 

Chairman LlEBERMAN. Right. Do you want to respond to that? I 
want to ask you. Administrator, just one more factual question 
which may be of interest to people watching relating to Japan. 

There has been concern, and I think a certain amount of confu- 
sion, about what the potential danger is to the United States from 
the nuclear plant problems in Japan. And particularly, as the 
media has been following it the last few days and the sense that 
the possibility of a meltdown at one of the plants or an explosion, 
if the emission of a large amount of radioactivity goes up, people 
have been worried about the extent to which the West Coast of the 
United States, particularly Hawaii, and obviously Guam and the 
Mariana Islands, are maybe subject to some danger. I wonder if 
you would give us your current sense of what that possibility is. 

Mr. Fugate. I will refer back to the statement made by the 
Chairman of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. In looking at all 
these scenarios, they do not see any radiation reaching the United 
States that would be a danger or require protective actions. But in 
anticipation of this, FEMA in support of the Department of En- 
ergy — they have a system called RadNet, which is an existing sys- 
tem, that 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, monitors various ele- 
ments — air, water, and other types of things across the country. 

And so, if we were to detect anything, we may detect things that 
are well below any levels that require action. 

Chairman LlEBERMAN. Right. 

Mr. Fugate. This happened during Chernobyl. But we did not 
currently have any monitors in our territories, particularly Guam 
and the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands. So we 
were in a support role again. The Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) is in the lead role. They deployed monitors out to augment 
that network they already have, as well as supporting Alaska with 
additional monitors, particularly out in the Aleutian Islands. 

Chairman LlEBERMAN. Right. 

Mr. Fugate. So this is two-part, one, based upon the scenario 
that the Nuclear Regulatory Commission does not see this reaching 
the U.S. territories or the West Coast. But we also have an active 
monitoring system that EPA expanded to be able to do active moni- 
toring to verify that and provide that information. And the EPA is, 
again, looking at this, not that we think we are going to get some- 
thing, but we need to be able to answer the question. Well, are you 
testing, are you monitoring, are you sure? 

And so, this was the decision, to send these monitors out to 
Guam and the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, as 
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well as in the Aleutian Islands where we did not currently have ex- 
isting monitors. 

Chairman LiEBERMAN. As I understand it, we have more than 
100 existing monitors along the West Coast 

Mr. Fugate. Yes, sir. 

Chairman LiEBERMAN [continuing]. Measuring radiation. 

Mr. Fugate. In fact, this is a public Web site that EPA operates, 
that you can go to their Web page and take a look at where these 
sites are and their current activities, what they monitor and the 
purpose and the history of the program. 

Chairman LiEBERMAN. So I presume that, just trying to be help- 
ful, that people, including on the West Coast, should not yet be tak- 
ing potassium iodine pills as a preventive of any kind because right 
now there is no risk, and there is some slight risk of side effects 
from those pills for some people? 

Mr. Fugate. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. As I understand it, the 
State Department of Health for both the State of Hawaii and for 
the State of California are telling people that this is something 
they should not be doing. There is no indicator to do this. And their 
recommendation is that people not take potassium iodine in this 
event. It is not warranted, and, as you point out, there may be 
other concerns. 

So both of those State health offices are telling people that they 
do not recommend this and that they would not want you to take 
this based upon this event because they do not see where there 
would be any need in this event, and we do have the active moni- 
toring that is taking place now. 

Chairman LiEBERMAN. I appreciate those answers. I hope they 
are helpful to people. I thank the three witnesses. Senator Collins 
and I were commenting to each other here that in a sense, we were 
conducting two hearings at once, one on the IG’s report and on the 
management of FEMA, and then the other on what has happened 
in Japan. We tried to bring them together. 

I appreciate the patience of the witnesses as we did that. I appre- 
ciate the work of the witnesses. All of your statements, of course, 
will be included in the record in full. We are going to keep the 
record of this hearing open for 15 days for any additional state- 
ments you would like to put in the record and any questions that 
our colleagues or we may have of you. 

Senator Collins, do you have anything more? 

Senator Collins. No. 

Chairman LiEBERMAN. Thank you very much. With that, the 
hearing is adjourned. 

[Whereupon, at 5:27 p.m., the Committee was adjourned.] 
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United States Senate 

Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs 

Chairman Joseph I. Lieberman, ID-Conn. 

Opening Statement of Chairman Joseph Lieberman 
“Catastrophic Preparedness: How Ready Is FEMA for the Next Big Disaster?” 

Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs Committee 
March 17. 2011 


The hearing will come to order. I welcome everyone. We convene this hearing, which had been long- 
planned, on FEMA’s ability to respond to a major catastrophe against the compelling backdrop of the tragically 
catastrophic events unfolding in Japan: an earthquake and tsunami in rapid succession that have already resulted 
twice as many deaths as al Qaeda's attack on America on 9/1 1 - and no one believes all the dead have been found 
yet. The earthquake and tsunami also have caused fires and explosions at nuclear power plants that could have 
nightmarish consequences for Japan and perhaps other countries as well. 

Japan has been considered the gold standard of earthquake preparedness because they’ve had repeated 
experience svith earthquakes, but this earthquake registered 9.0 on the Richter scale. I always when I say that 
remember that the great San Fr^cisco earthquake was apparently 7.6 on the Richter scale, so you can imagine the 
consequences here. The waves of disaster set off by this earthquake in Japan have exceeded the country’s 
extraordinary preparations. So the events of the past week in Japan lend a sense of urgency to our hearing today 
as ask how well prepared is America for a catastrophe equal to the one unfolding now in Japan. 

Our Committee called its 2006 report about FEMA’s response to Hurricane Katrina “A Nation Still 
Unprepared.” We were then unprepared, and that lack of preparedness shook the confidence of the American 
people who naturally asked why their government couldn’t help some of their fellow citizens when they needed it 
the most. This Committee’s extensive investigation into the failure of al! levels of government to prepare for and 
respond effectively to Hurricane Katrina found a long and troubling list of problems, not least of which was that 
FEMA, in our opinion, was not and never had been capable of responding to a catastrophe like Hurricane Katrina. 

Here is where I learned that when it comes to emergency preparedness and response, two words that I 
thought meant the same, there is a difference between a disaster and a catastrophe. Preparedness for most 
disasters is different from preparedness for catastrophes like Katrina. 

After our investigation, the Committee drafted and Congress passed the Post Katrina Emergency 
Management Reform Act in 2006. Our aim was to rebuild FEMA into a stronger, more capable agency. Five 
years later, 1 am convinced that FEMA has in fact become stronger and more capable. But is it strong enough to 
respond adequately if a catastrophe like the one currently in Japan struck the United Stales? I think that’s the 
question we want to ask our witnesses today 

Last September, then Inspector General of the Department of Homeland Security Richard Skinner 
released a report on FEMA’s transfonnation since Katrina, Mr. Skinner has since retired from public service 
after a long and distinguished career, but he’s fortunately back with us to testify today. His report concluded that 
FEMA has made some progress in almost a!! areas where reform was needed hut that FEMA’s management, to 
speak broadly, still needed significant improvement. 

While today's hesuing is focused on FEMA, I think it’s important to say response to and recovery from 
disaster is the responsibility of a lot of other agencies and people. Other federal agencies, state and local 
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governments, the private sector, and in some sense every American have roles to play, and many of them also 
need to improve their capabilities. On a positive note, the Etepartments of Defense and Homeland Security, and 
the Congressionally-mandated Council of Governors, recently signed off on a very important plan establishing 
clear rules for when both National Guard and military forces conjointly respond after a disaster. This means in a 
large disaster we will have the ability to call on the resources of the Department of Defense in a more effective 
and timely manner. 

Five years after Katrina, 1 conclude we are better prepared for a catastrophe than we have ever been. But 
the epic disaster in Japan reminds us that FEMA must continue to improve. As both old and new threats loom - 
some from nature, like the earthquake and tsunami, others from human enemies, like the one we faced on 9-1 1- 
01, 1 know Administrator Fugate and the dedicated public servants with whom he works at FEMA will chart a 
successful path forward. 

Senator Collins? 
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Statement of Ranking Member 
Senator Susan M. Collins 

Catastrophic Preparedness: 

How Ready Is FEMA for the Next Big Disaster? 

Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs 
March 17, 2011 

★ ★ ★ 

The earthquake and tsunami that struck Japan last week destroyed 
entire communities, killed thousands of people, and caused the release of 
radiation at nuclear power plants. Our thoughts are with the Japanese 
people and with the rescuers and responders, including units from our own 
country. 

This horrific natural disaster reminds us that we need to do our best to 
prepare for the unpredictable. That is the focus of today’s hearing. 

In the past year, we have witnessed three catastrophes involving the 
development and use of energy resources. 

• The explosion aboard the Deepwater Horizon oil rig last spring 
led to economic and environmental damage that has yet to be 
completely tallied. 

• A West Virginia coal mine explosion that killed 29 in August was 
the worst in decades. 

• And now, there is uncertainty and fear in Japan about the 
amounts of radiation emitted from nuclear power plants in the 
area hit by a tsunami. 

In addition to the humanitarian crisis, the aftermath of the quake has 
raised concerns about the safety of nuclear power at a time when it is being 
revisited as an alternative to fossil fuels and as a means of lowering 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

Regardless of whether a disaster strikes our energy supply or another 
part of our nation, we need to be prepared. We don’t know when the next 
disaster will hit. We do know the U.S. Geological Survey estimates that 
within the next 30 years the probability is 94 percent that an earthquake of 
7.0 magnitude or greater will occur in California. We also know that 
Inevitably, there wiU be hurricanes, floods, and tornadoes. And we 
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recognize that a terrorist attack using a weapon of mass destruction in a 
large city would strain our capabilities. 

I want to hear today from our witnesses how well equipped the United 
States is for any catastrophic disaster regardless of the cause. What is our 
level of preparedness to protect important energy soxuces? What are we 
learning from the nuclear accidents in Japan and the Gulf Coast oil spill in 
the past year? How well are we prepared for a major earthquake in the 
United States? Do we have the commimication and medical systems 
necessary to respond to the explosion of a dirty bomb? 

More than four years ago, Congress enacted the Post-Katrina 
Emergency Management Reform Act, which the Chairman and I authored. 
The legislation was designed to take the hard-learned lessons of Hurricane 
Katrina and bring about improvements in the nation’s overall emergency 
preparedness and response systems. 

Our law has indeed improved FEMA’s disaster response capabilities. 
From meyor floods to wildfires, we have witnessed improvements 
throughout the country. In Maine, I saw this progress in FEMA’s responses 
to the Patriot’s Day storm of 2007, the spring 2008 floods in Aroostook 
County, and other disasters since then. FEMA has become a more effective, 
better led agency during the past four years. Nevertheless, questions 
remain about our ability to handle a mega-disaster. 

I also have concerns about FEMA’s stewardship of federal funds. 

One of those hard-learned lessons from the aftermath of Hturicane 
Katrina was that FEMA’s assistance programs were highly vulnerable to 
fraud and improper payments. Our Committee, with the assistance of GAO 
and the IG, docmnented more than a billion dollars in misspent funds. In 
some cases, these taxpayer dollars were literally gambled away. Funds were 
also spent on bail bonds and dieunond engagement rings. FEMA also paid 
miUions of dollars for housing assistance to himdreds of applicants who 
apparently were in state and federal prisons. 

While victims should receive appropriate relief, FEMA needs to strike 
the careful balance between expediting relief and ensuring that criminals do 
not defraud the system. 

Unfortunately, safeguarding taxpayer dollars remains an area in 
which FEMA has yet to achieve success. A December 2010 report by the 
DHS Inspector General revealed that FEMA had stopped attempting to 
recover improper disaster assistance payments made after Hurricanes 
Katrina and Rita and subsequent disasters. The Inspector General identified 
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approximately 160,000 applicants that had received improper disaster 
assistance payments totting more than $643 million. 

Even more disturbing, FEMA’s efforts to recoup these improper 
payments ended in 2007 after a court found FEMA’s recovery procedmes to 
be inadequate. More than three years later, a new process for recovering 
these payments has only been initiated this week. 

I do want to point out some bright spots in the September 2010 DHS 
Inspector General’s report, hi particular, the IG found that FEMA had made 
substantial progress in improving emergency communications coordination 
with officials at the federal, state, and local levels. Ensuring that first 
responders can communicate during a disaster is vital - indeed, when 
communications failed after 9/11 and during Hurricane Katrina, it cost lives. 

The IG also highlights the effectiveness of the regional emergency 
commimications working groups in each of the 10 FEMA regions. These 
groups, composed of federal, state, and local responders, were established in 
the Post-Katrina Emergency Management Reform Act. 

This October will mark the fifth anniversary of the Post-Katrina 
Emergency Management Reform Act. By that time, I hope FEMA will have 
made significant progress in improving our nation’s preparedness for the 
next catastrophe. 

Finally, I want to highlight Inspector General Skinner’s seryice to our 
country. Mr. Skinner has been a valuable asset as our Committee conducted 
its oversight of the new department. I appreciate his aggressive approach to 
combating waste, fraud, and abuse at DHS. Thank you for yom service. 
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Opening Statement of Senator Mary L. Landrieu 
Catastrophic Preparedness: How Ready Is FEMA for the Next Big Disaster? 
March 17,2011 


The earthquake and tsunami in Japan serve as a sobering reminder that catastrophic 
disasters can strike anywhere at any time. The United States has deployed relief supplies, search 
and rescue teams, and nuclear experts, and the prayers of our entire nation are with the people of 
Japan during this very difficult time. 

It has been 5 years since more than 2,000 Americans were killed when Hurricane Katrina 
leveled the Gulf Coast, and the federal levee failures in New Orleans left an entire city 
underwater for several weeks. The Gulf Coast region is still recovering from the devastating 
impact of Hurricanes Katrina and Rita. We have a lot of work still to do to improve our nation’s 
capacity to prepare for, respond to, and recover from the next major catastrophe. In order to 
remain vigilant against these threats, we need to reduce vulnerability through smarter land use 
and building safety standards. We must also strengthen preparedness by developing robust alert 
and warning systems, training first responders, and testing our plans for evacuation, sheltering, 
and supply chain management. 

Administrator Fugate, 1 appreciate you being here today to discuss catastrophic 
preparedness both within your agency and among the many partners in society and government 
on whom you rely. Your role demands that you provide leadership in ensuring that our Nation is 
ready for the unknown - in terms of timing, scale, and type of event that could ultimately wreak 
havoc upon our country. 

This is no small task. Emergency management responsibilities in this country are shared 
among multiple levels of government, the private and nonprofit sectors, and individual citizens. 
Some of our citizenry is vulnerable, including our children, the elderly, the poor, and the 
disabled. The resources to support this mission are increasingly limited throughout government 
and the economy. So continuing to focus on preparing for the unknown in this environment is a 
serious challenge. 

1 am very concerned about the current shortfall in the Disaster Relief Fund. FEMA is 
projected to run out of money more than 3 months before the end of the fiscal year, at the very 
beginning of hurricane season. 1 wrote to President Obama over a month ago, asking that he 
send a supplemental funding request to Congress to plug the $1.6 billion gap, but he has not 
taken any action. The Disaster Relief Fund almost ran out of money last year too, and FEMA 
was forced to freeze recovery and mitigation projects across the country for 5 months because 
the Administration did not seek funding in a timely marmer. Two weeks ago. Secretary 
Napolitano testified before my Subcommittee that a supplemental was necessary, but we 
continue to wait. Today, 1 will be sending another letter to the President, along with a number of 
my colleagues on this matter. If a catastrophe the size of Katrina struck today, FEMA would run 
out of money in 3 days. So from a budgetary standpoint at least, the answer to the question 
posed in the title of this hearing is a resounding “no”. 
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It doesn’t make sense to pay for previous disasters by scaling back the agencies that must 
respond to future ones, but the House recently passed spending cuts to FEMA operations. Coast 
Guard acquisitions, and grants to State and local first responders. I hope some of you will 
discuss H.R. 1 ’s potential impacts on catastrophic preparedness. 

I would also like to hear our witnesses’ views on the Stafford Act’s capacity to facilitate 
recovery from a catastrophic incident, and the importance of linking grant funding to 
preparedness outcomes. 

1 appreciate the opportunity to evaluate the progress we have made since Katrina and 
Rita, and the challenges that remain to improving our ability to respond to and recover from the 
next catastrophe. As horrific as the situation is in Japan, as we watch the disaster unfold, there is 
no mistaking the fact that readiness saves lives. Japan leads the world in building safety and 
citizen preparedness, and thousands of people survived because of it. Those lessons should not 
be lost upon us. 

1 thank the Chairman and Ranking Member for calling this very important hearing, and 
look forward to the witnesses’ testimony. 
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Bnited 3tatcs Senate 

WASHINGTON, DC 20510 


March 17,2011 


The I’resident 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Mr, President: 

Based on the latest estimates from the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), 
the Disa ster Relief Fund is expected to be exhausted in June, at the very beginning of the 
hurricane season . A minimum of $1,565 billion is needed just to meet the costs of eligible 
projects for the balance of this fiscal year. This shortfall is largely the result of past catastrophic 
and major disasters, such as Hurricanes Katrina, Rita, Gustav, and Ike, the Midwest floods of 
2008, and the Tennessee floods of 2010. 

'lliero are currently 49 States that arc recovering from major disasters that you have 
declared under the Robert T. Stafford Act. All of these recovery efforts would be put on hold if 
FBMA is forced to stop disaster payments. Last year, FEMA was forced to stop such payments 
for five months, delaying recovery and increasing costs across the Nation. We should nt)t allow 
history to repeat itself. 

Further complicating this funding problem is the imminent onset of the flood sea, son, 

The National Weather Service is projecting that the country is at risk of, “moderate to major 
flooding this spring”, particularly in the Midwest. The tragic events in Japan have reminded u.s 
of the potential consequences of a catastrophic disaster. In responding to a catastrophic disaster 
such as Hurricane Katrina, the current Disaster Relief Fund balance would be cxhau.stod in three 
days. 


In the absence of an emergency supplemental request from you, the House Republican 
Leadership decided to include an additional $1 ,565 billion of non-emcrgcncy funding for the 
Disaster Relief Fund in H.R. 1 . In order to pay for this shortfall, H.R. ! reduces funding for the 
Coast Guard, FEMA. and State and local first responders and emergency managers, the very 
agencies that are responsible for preparing for and responding to future disasters. It is true that in 
these tough economic times, it is critical that we make disciplined funding decisions, but it 
makes no sense to strip agencies of the resources they need to prepare for future disasters in 
order to pay for the costs of past disasters. This problem only gets worse next year, FEMA 
estimates the additional shortfall in FY 2012 to be $3 billion. 

We simply cannot return to the days when FEMA could not do its job. Therefore, we ask 
you to submit, without delay, a request for emergency supplemental funding. H.R. I , as it passed 
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the House, contains $159 billion of emergency funding for Overseas Contingencies because the 
Department of Defense cannot absorb the cost of the wars within its base budget. Similarly, the 
Department of Homeland Security cannot absorb the costs of catastrophic disasters in its base 
budget. 


Funding shortfalls in the Disaster Relief Fund with an emergency designation is 
consistent with past practice, by Democrats and Republicans alike. Since 1992, $110 billion out 
of $128 billion appropriated to the DRF has been emergency spending, primarily for Hurricanes 
Katrina, Rita, Gustav, and Ike, and 9/11. In your budget estimates, you have included an 
allowance for disaster costs, a responsible recognition of the potential costs of disasters. 
However, absent an emergency supplemental request, this allowance is nothing more than an 
unfilled promise to communities recovering from disasters. 

We thank you for your consideration of this important matter. 


Sincerely, 
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Senator Mary Landricu 
Senator Sheldon Whitchouse 
Senator Tom Harkin 
Senator Dianne Feinstcin 
Senator A1 Franken 
Senator ,loe Liebenttitrs 
Senator Barbara Boxer 


Senator Richard Durbin 
Senator Jack Reed 
Senator Kent Conrad 
Senator Amy Klobuchar 
Senator Frank Lautenberg 
Senator Ron Wyden 
Senator Jay Rockefeller 
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I. Introduction 

Good morning Chairman Lieberman, Ranking Member Collins, and distinguished Members of 
the Committee. My name is Craig Fugate, and I am the Administrator of the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA). It is an honor to appear before you today on behalf of FEMA to 
discuss our preparedness for catastrophic disasters. Planning and preparing for catastrophic 
disasters is a top priority at FEMA, and we appreciate the Committee’s attention to this 
important matter. 

In.September 2010, the Department of Homeland Security’s Office of Inspector General (OIG) 
issued a report on FEMA’s preparedness for the next catastrophic disaster. The report assessed 
FEMA’s preparedness on several key issues: overall planning, coordination and support, 
emergency communications, logistics, evacuations, housing, disaster workforce, mission 
assignments, acquisition management and mitigation. 

The OIG report recognized the significant progress that FEMA has made over the past two years. 
The report also discussed areas where FEMA can continue to improve upon its ability to prepare 
for, protect against, respond to, recover from, and mitigate all hazards. While we are proud of 
the gains we have made over the past several years, we will continue to approach our work with 
vigilance, always striving to do better. 

In my testimony today, 1 will discuss how FEMA is working to improve our preparedness 
through the “Whole Community” framework. This approach recognizes that FEMA is not the 
nation’s emergency management team - FEMA is only a part of the team. In order to 
successfully prepare for, protect against, respond to, recover from, and mitigate all hazards, we 
must work with the entire emergency management community. This “Whole Community” 
includes FEMA and our partners at the federal level; our state, local, tribal and territorial 
governmental partners; non-govemmental organizations like faith-based and non-profit groups 
and private sector industry; and most importantly, individuals, families, and communities, who 
continue to be our greatest assets and the key to our success. 

In order to fulfill our mission, we must recognize that these parties are all important participants 
in the emergency management community, and make sure that all these participants work 
together as one team. In my testimony today, I will address all of the different participants in the 
“Whole Community” and discuss how we work together in order to ensure the greatest level of 
preparedness for a catastrophic disaster. 


II. The Role of the Federal Government in Catastrophic Disasters 

While our efforts must involve the entire emergency management community, FEMA clearly has 
an important role to play in preparing for, protecting against, responding to, recovering from, and 
mitigating ail hazards. The recent OIG report addresses FEMA’s need to integrate the Agency’s 
emergency preparedness, protection, response, recovery and mitigation responsibilities so that 
we can better fulfill our mission. 
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These efforts were underway even before the OIG issued its report. On October 1 , 2009, the 
Response, Recovery, Federal Coordinating Officer Program, and Logistics Management 
Directorates were combined under a new Office of Response and Recovery to more closely align 
the organizational structure with FEMA’s operational mission. This reorganization has enhanced 
FEMA’s ability to perform its mission of coordinating and providing an immediate federal 
disaster response and recovery capability with state, local and tribal partners in anticipation of, or 
immediately following, a major disaster. 

Under the new Office of Response and Recovery, we have also established a new Planning 
Division that is focused on national, regional and chemical, biological, radiological, nuclear and 
explosive catastrophic planning efforts. The Planning Division is responsible for developing and 
coordinating joint state/federal catastrophic incident plans, leading the development and 
alignment of national-level interagency efforts, and coordinating with FEMA’s National 
Preparedness Directorate on regional grant planning initiatives to align all catastrophic planning 
efforts. The Office of Response and Recovery is also producing needed operational doctrine and 
response readiness standards. 

FEMA 's Disaster Workforce 

I agree with the OIG that in order to fulfill our role within the emergency management 
community, we need a trained and effective disaster workforce. In order to maximize the use of 
our personnel, we must not only ensure that positions are filled, but also that employees receive 
training that enables them to perform the task at hand. 

In February 2010, as part of a broader headquarters realignment, the Disaster Reserve Workforce 
and Human Capital Divisions of FEMA were integrated into the new Office of the Chief 
Component Human Capital Officer (OCCHCO). As a result, the Disaster Workforce Division 
now oversees the readiness and deployment functions for the entire disaster workforce of full- 
time and reserve employees. Additionally, a critical mass of staffing in the budget, policy and 
system areas are able to provide more effective services to both the institutional and deployable 
workforces. 

FEMA also recognizes the need to ensure that every person who is called upon to assist in an 
emergency is up to the task. To that end, in early 2010, FEMA established a National 
Credentialing Program in order to coordinate activities, incorporate policies, and recommend 
guidance and standards for credentialing all FEMA personnel and state, tribal and local officials 
who require access to disaster areas or FEMA facilities during an emergency. The Deputy 
Administrator for Protection and National Preparedness is responsible for the National 
Credentialing Program. This program will also ensure unity of effort in line with the National 
Response Framework (NRF). 

Pursuant to the standards and guidelines set forth in the National Credentialing Program, 

FEMA’s Office of Response and Recovery began working in 2010 to broaden the oversight of its 
Agency-wide credentialing program for FEMA employees. This credentialing program — 
known as the FEMA Qualification System (FQS) — ^represents an important step forward in 
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credentialing FEMA employees. FEMA’s credentialing program was reconfigured to provide 
unity of effort with all levels of the emergency management community. 

FEMA’s success depends both on a trained disaster workforce as well as a fully-staffed group of 
permanent full-time employees. We have implemented an aggressive hiring strategy. As of 
February 24, 2011, the agency has filled 94 percent of its 5,405 positions. This number is 
reflective of the FEMA-imposed administrative ‘salary cap’ put in place for all program offices, 
which has limited the funding on hiring of positions. While fill rates may ebb and flow as 
employees join our team, move on to other opportunities, or retire, it is the Agency’s goal to 
maintain at least a 90 percent staffing level throughout FY 20 1 1 . Also, at the end of 20 1 0, 
FEMA brought on board its full time Chief Component Human Capital Officer, 

FEMA ’s Acquisition Management 

As part of its audit of FEMA’s acquisition management capability, the OIG noted progress with 
respect to having pre-disaster contracts in place; recruiting, training and retaining sufficient 
acquisition staff; and post-award oversight. 

FEMA is committed to ensuring effective acquisition management, which both strengthens our 
response capability and ensures that we are good stewards of taxpayer dollars. To that end, the 
Office of the Chief Procurement Officer (OCPO) at FEMA continues to make progress on 
acquisition management, balancing the use of prepositioned contracts with the requirements of 
Section 307 of the Stafford Act which pertains to requiring FEMA to contract with local vendors 
to the maximum extent possible when responding to a declared major disaster. 

The Acquisition Operations Division of OCPO, under which the majority of contracting officers 
and contract specialists are employed, has an 85 percent fill rate, and we continue to work to fill 
necessary positions. We have also increased our contract oversight and administration of 
disaster contracts, avoiding and eliminating waste, fraud and abuse in the contracting process. 
OCPO has gained approval for 26 Direct Charge Cadre of On-call Response Employees (CORE) 
that will constitute a Disaster Acquisition Response Team (DART) whose primary focus will be 
to respond to disasters and provide contract administration and oversight of the large disaster 
contracts in the field. We will continue to work to improve our acquisition management 
capability. 

FEMA will continue to improve its capabilities by recruiting, training and retaining sufficient 
staff in all areas necessary to ensure preparedness for a catastrophic disaster and working closely 
with the entire emergency management community. One of the most important ways we do that 
is through our partnerships at the federal level. 

Federal Catastrophic Planning 

FEMA coordinates closely with our federal partners in catastrophic planning, mission 
assignments, interagency agreements and advanced contracts for commodities, among other 
ways. These partnerships are essential to FEMA’s ability to carry out its mission by leveraging 
the full capacity of the federal government to prepare for, respond to, recover from and mitigate 
a catastrophic incident. 
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FEMA has expanded its coordination with other federal agencies to smooth and adapt 
coordination of federal support when it is needed, A key component of the NRF is the 
Catastrophic Incident Annex (NRF-CIA), which establishes the context and overarching strategy 
for implementing and coordinating an accelerated, proactive national response to a catastrophic 
incident. Recognizing that federal resources may be required to augment state, tribal, and local 
response efforts, the NRF-CIA establishes protocols to pre-identify and rapidly deploy key 
essential resources (e.g., medical teams, search and rescue teams, transportable shelters, medical 
and equipment caches, etc.). 

Under the NRF, federal agencies are grouped by capability and type of expertise into 1 5 
Emergency Support Functions (ESFs) to provide the planning, support, resources, program 
implementation, and emergency services needed during a disaster. The ESFs serve as the 
primary operational-level mechanisms supporting state, local and tribal efforts— coordinated by 
FEMA— in providing disaster assistance in functional areas such as transportation, 
communications, public works and engineering, firefighting, mass care, housing, human 
services, public health and medical services, search and rescue, agriculture, and energy. The 
signatories to the NRF provide substantial disaster response assistance in their areas of expertise, 
as well as operational support when assigned missions to support the disaster response, 

FEMA also coordinates ESF emergency management and interagency planning, and collaborates 
with the ESFs through the Emergency Support Function Leadership Group (ESFLG), FEMA 
has reenergized coordination within the interagency through the ESFLG, as well as the Regional 
Interagency Steering Committees (RISC), and is in the final stages of revising the ESFLG 
charter to more clearly identify and share leadership responsibilities in coordinating interagency 
activities related to the ongoing management of the NRF and associated activities. FEMA is also 
working to provide national interagency planning oversight, and can elevate issues not resolved 
at the ESFLG level to the National Security Staffs Domestic Resiliency Group for review and 
resolution. The ESFLG members have begun to work more closely by conducting monthly 
meetings and work groups as required. Routine coordination with the RISC in each FEMA 
region has also increased and is providing better regional and state perspectives and helping us to 
identify grassroots issues for resolution. 

One example of FEMA-led interagency coordination that produced enormously successful 
results is FEMA’s work on the Deepwater Integrated Services Team (DIST) during and after the 
Gulf oil spill. The DIST included a variety of subgroups drawing on the expertise of members 
from a number of federal agencies. The DIST Language Access Subgroup, for example, 
included members from FEMA, the DHS Office for Civil Rights and Civil Liberties, the 
Department of Health and Human Services, the White House Initiative on Asian Americans and 
Pacific Islanders, the Department of Justice, and others. This subgroup was instrumental in 
leveraging the information and resources available to the participating coalition of federal 
agencies to ensure that limited English proficient populations in the Gulf, including the large 
community of Vietnamese-speaking individuals in the Gulf fishing industry, had access to 
critical information and assistance. FEMA will replicate this successful model to ensure equal 
access to all populations in the event of a future catastrophic incident. 
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As another example of our federal response efforts, national catastrophic planning also includes 
developing a Federal Interagency Operations Plan for Earthquakes, This plan is oriented toward 
response and short-term recovery, and will address federal capabilities supporting response 
efforts to a catastrophic earthquake occurring anywhere in the United States and its territories. 
FEMA’s regions are also partnering directly with their states on joint planning efforts with a 
focus on specific fault zones or other hazards present within those regions. The overarching 
Federal Interagency Operations Plan ties all of these efforts together in a capstone document to 
address the means by which the federal interagency will prepare for and respond to a 
catastrophic earthquake. This plan will be evaluated in National Level Exercise (NLE) 2011. 

National efforts to ensure resilience in the U.S, are focusing on improving existing catastrophic 
event preparedness capabilities, but with a renewed conviction to plan for the most extreme 
disasters. We are building on the strengths of local communities and citizens and integrating the 
public as a critical resource and definite part of the solution. The faith based communities, 
fraternal and trade associations, and the broader marketplace are all viewed as important to 
collaboration and are included in the planning efforts. While the impact of catastrophes will 
certainly be felt at the federal and state levels, they have the potential to be most devastating at 
the community level. Therefore, our catastrophic response strategy is being designed to quickly 
stabilize communities, and calibrated to support their timely recovery and return to municipal 
self-sufficiency. We recognize that only through close cooperation with all partners can we 
begin to close gaps and agree on the most critical objectives. 

Regional Catastrophic Planning 

Regional catastrophic planning, and the development of operational plans, is underway for 
several different geographic areas on catastrophic planning efforts. These include plans 
addressing catastrophic earthquakes, hurricanes (separate efforts are looking at such events in 
New England, Louisiana, and Florida), dam failures, improvised nuclear device detonation, 
evacuation and sheltering of populations during catastrophic events, and preparing for other 
special events such as the State of the Union Address and the Asia-Pacific Economic 
Cooperation Summit. FEMA is also working with state partners in at least seven regions to 
develop “all-hazard” plans based on hazard surveys and risk assessments occurring in each 
region and state. All of these plans are being developed by our regions - with support from 
FEMA headquarters - in partnership with federal, state, and local agencies through the six 
phases of the planning process, as outlined in our recently published Regional Planning Guide. 

The plans will address the unique considerations that exist in the event of a catastrophic incident 
and identify the tasks and activities that federal, state and other partners will carry out to meet 
response objectives. They will also specifically identify how resources, personnel, and assets 
will be allocated in order to execute the mission objectives and priorities, and include a concept 
of operations with supporting armexes. Scenario and damage information to inform the planning 
efforts is provided by the U.S. Geological Survey and the academic community. A staff estimate 
is conducted by the state-federal planning team to refine requirements and develop courses of 
action to address identified needs. To drive decisions as the plans are developed, a senior 
steering committee is established with membership from the governors’ offices, our regional 
administrators, adjutants general, the defense coordinating officers, and other state and federal 
officials. 
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Mission Assignments 

FEMA uses mission assignments to request disaster response support from other federal 
agencies. Mission assignments are work orders issued by FEMA to other federal agencies that 
direct the completion of a specific task and are intended to meet urgent, immediate and short 
term needs. They allow FEMA to quickly request federal partners to provide critical resources, 
services or expertise. To date, FEMA has developed 250 pre-scripted mission assignments with 
29 federal agencies. 

The recent OIG report underscored the importance of clear mission assignments and highlighted 
that FEMA has developed a standard operating procedures manual for mission assignments that 
outlines policies, procedures, and processes used to collaborate with other federal agencies and 
organizations when responding to disasters. The report noted the need for FEMA to have 
reliable IT systems for its mission assignment processes that are integrated with the systems of 
our federal partners, so that information is efficiently and effectively shared. We agree with the 
OIG’s assessment and are working actively to implement their recommendations. 

We have completed interagency coordination and pre-scripted mission assignments to ensure the 
delivery of an array of federal capabilities and resources. This support ranges from heavy-lift 
helicopters from the Department of Defense, to generators from the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, to disaster medical assistance teams from the Department of Health and Human 
Services, and emergency road clearing teams from the U.S. Forest Service. These pre-scripted 
mission assignments drive a more rapid and responsive delivery of federal support to states, 
communities and tribes. 

Logistics 

Our logistics capability is also dependent upon strong and sustained federal partnerships. FEMA 
serves as co-lead with the General Services Administration (GSA) for the NRF’s Emergency 
Support Function 7, Logistics Management and Resources Support. FEMA also serves as the 
national logistics coordinator, helping to foster a unique interagency supply chain partnership 
between FEMA, GSA, the Department of Defense and the United States Army Corps of 
Engineers. We leverage the expertise and capability of our federal partners to improve and 
sustain our supply chain operations. This level of interagency coordination allows us to be good 
stewards of federal dollars by limiting readiness costs and ensuring that we pay for services only 
at the time of request. FEMA also uses contracts, which can be activated to provide services 
such as ambulance and bus evacuation, both pre- and post-event, as well as facilities support, 
electrical generator maintenance and temporary housing support. 

An effective logistics operation depends on a trained and talented workforce. Since 2007, FEMA 
has almost tripled the number of permanent full-time logistics staff and has reprogrammed 1 5 
headquarters positions to the field in order to enhance the regional logistics response capability, 
improving the quality of our overall response. 

The recent OIG audit and report discussed FEMA’s logistics capability and highlighted both 
progress and shortfalls in FEMA’s Total Asset Visibility Program. FEMA is implementing the 
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Logistics Supply Chain Management System (LSCMS), formerly known as the Total Asset 
Visibility Program, to provide asset and in-transit visibility as well as electronic order 
management for all primary commodities. LSCMS embraces more than just total asset visibility; 
it encompasses the entire supply chain management process. Currently, all ten FEMA regions 
have LSCMS program capability to electronically track orders, shipments in transit and 
shipments received in near real time. The aspect of the program that manages warehouse 
inventory is currently available in three of FEMA’s nine distribution centers. Five of the 
remaining six distribution centers should have this same capability by June 2011, with the last 
remaining center to be completed by 2012. 

Also, we will systematically upgrade our National Distribution Centers, which are at the core of 
FEMA’s supply chain transformation effort and are essential to FEMA’s fundamental life- 
sustaining and saving assets. The improved warehousing strategy will provide the capacity and 
flexibility to respond effectively and efficiently to the full set of disaster scenarios. The official 
opening and ribbon-cutting ceremony for our new distribution center in Atlanta was held on 
November 17, 2010. 


in. The Role of State, Local and Tribal Governmental Partners 

Communication and coordination with state, local and tribal governments is another essential 
part of our effort to integrate the entire emergency management community. We agree with the 
OIG report on the need to effectively coordinate with state, local and tribal governments. 
FEMA’s leadership comes from diverse backgrounds, but we share something vital: direct, on- 
the-ground experience in state and local emergency management. Our experiences have helped 
us realize and appreciate the important role that state, local and tribal governments play in 
disaster preparedness, response and recovery. FEMA’s success is heavily dependent upon our 
ability to communicate, coordinate and work closely with these groups. 

As an example, the OIG report discussed the importance of providing state and local law 
enforcement access to FEMA’s disaster recovery assistance files. We wholeheartedly agree. In 
order to accomplish this, we now have a process in place that routinely allows FEMA to disclose 
information to law enforcement when certain criteria are met. We also coordinate closely with 
state and local emergency management officials to ensure clear lines of information sharing. 

Emergency Communication 

We agree with the OIG report that emergency communications issues presented an impediment 
to operations in the immediate aftermath of both the September 11, 2001 attacks and Hurricane 
Katrina. The ability to effectively communicate during and immediately after a disaster is 
essential to fulfilling our mission. When working on a tight timeframe with partners at the 
federal, regional, state, local and tribal levels, making sure that everyone is on the same page is 
absolutely essential. As a result, we have worked hard and put systems in place to ensure that we 
can coordinate and communicate in ways accessible to diverse communities that allow us to 
accomplish our objectives during disasters. 
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Moreover, the OIG report addressed several aspects of FEMA’s emergency communications 
ability, including coordination with state, local and tribal responders. We were pleased that the 
OIG report noted substantial progress in FEMA’s coordination of emergency communications 
support for state, local and tribal responders during Stafford Act incidents, as well as 
management of the deployment and operation of communications assets. The Disaster 
Emergency Communications (DEC) Division has significantly enhanced state and local 
governments’ communications capabilities through supporting the development of 
communications plans. To date, DEC has provided support in the establishment of 36 state- 
specific plans to improve the nation’s interoperability capabilities. We will deliver six additional 
slate plans in FY2011, 

Logistics Capability Assessment Tool 

The OIG report recommended that FEMA work with state partners to identify and overcome 
state and local logistical deficiencies, which we are doing with the implementation of the 
Logistics Capability Assessment Tool (LCAT). The LCAT allows states to automatically self- 
assess their logistics maturity in five key areas: logistics planning, operations, organization, 
property management and distribution management. We have also created a guidance document 
that assists the states with the emergency supplies grant approval process as they determine their 
needs through LCAT self-assessment. 

Grant Programs 

Over the past five years, FEMA and DHS have provided more than $23.8 billion for state and 
local projects through our homeland security and preparedness grant programs and an additional 
$2,5 billion in firefighter grants. This financial support to our state and local partners has been 
coupled with intensive stakeholder outreach. 

FEMA also supports its state and local partners through its Regional Catastrophic Preparedness 
Grant Program (RCPGP) initiative. The RCPGP has provided over $30 million annually to 
enhance catastrophic incident preparedness in 10 high-risk, high-consequence urban areas and 
their surrounding regions. RCPGP is intended to support coordination of regional all-hazard 
planning for catastrophic events, including the development of integrated plans, protocols and 
procedures to manage a catastrophic event. The deliverables from the RCPGP will be made 
available throughout the country to enhance national resilience. 

Beginning in FY 2009, critical emergency provisions, such as shelf-stable food products, water 
and basic medical supplies, became allowable expenses under the Homeland Security Grant 
Program, State Homeland Security Program (SHSP), allowing states to apply for SHSP funding 
to address these needs. The states of Louisiana and Indiana were approved for funding for critical 
emergency supplies in FY2010 under the SHSP, 

Tribal Outreach 

To continue our collaborative relationships with tribal governments, FEMA has tribal liaisons in 
all FEMA regions with federally recognized tribes. Our emphasis is on treating the tribes on a 
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nation-to-nation level. Federally recognized tribes have a unique and direct relationship with the 
federal government, and therefore require specific outreach to ensure a successful collaboration. 

At the direction of President Obama, FEMA established a Tribal Policy on June 29, 2010, to 
articulate the Agency's commitment to respect and honor tribes as equal partners. We are 
currently in the final stages of developing the implementation plan for this Tribal Policy, FEMA 
remains committed to recognizing the sovereign rights, authority, and unique status of tribal 
governments and is committed to working in close partnership with Indian tribes. 

Evacuations 

As the OIG correctly pointed out, emergency evacuations are the primary responsibility of state 
and local governments. However, if state and local emergency management systems become 
overwhelmed in the event of a disaster, FEMA may implement and support a federalized 
evacuation to augment the state, tribal and local government plans and operations. The OIG 
report assessed FEMA’s evacuation plans and operations, noting progress in many areas, while 
recognizing — ^as we do — that there is more work to do. 

As the OIG report accurately noted, evacuations during the 2008 hurricane season demonstrate 
that FEMA’s efforts are having an impact. Over 2 million people were successfully evacuated, 
including during Hurricanes Gustav and Ike. Moreover, FEMA is finalizing a national system 
for states to track evacuees. One example of the tools being developed is the Evacuee Support 
Planning Guide - FEMA P-760 - a planning resource for states that may receive a substantial 
number of evacuees from another state and for states that may experience a large evacuation 
from one area of the state to another, FEMA has also developed reimbursement policies for 
states to host evacuees and tools such as the National Mass Evacuation Tracking Systems 
(NMETS). 

As part of the planning process, and at the request of the states, FEMA has been: 

• Assisting states in identifying potential host states for evacuees. 

• Providing technical assistance for the implementation of the NMETS. This system is both 
manual and computer-based, and is designed to assist states in tracking the movement of 
transportation-assisted evacuees, their household pets, luggage and medical equipment 
during evacuations. 

• Coordinating with state government-assisted transportation providers to maintain 
accurate manifests. 

• Supporting evacuees throughout the evacuation process, both in reception areas as well as 
host states. 

• Coordinating with household pet service providers to ensure that adequate sheltering and 
services are available during the evacuation. 

• Coordinating with partner agencies to plan for and provide mass care support to evacuees 
as they return home and enter permanent housing. 
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IV. The Role of Non-Governmental Organizations 

Government can and will continue to serve disaster survivors. However, we fully recognize that 
a government-centric approach to disaster management will not be enough to meet the 
challenges posed by a catastrophic incident. That is why we must fully engage our entire 
societal capacity, leveraging trade associations, non-governmental organizations - including 
those that represent different linguistic and ethnic minority groups, faith-based organizations, 
private industry, and social and fraternal organizations. These are the organizations that provide 
the bulk of services to communities every day, and to the extent that they are able, they should 
continue to be the primary provider of such services in a disaster. The quicker these entities are 
able to get back on their feet, the faster corranunities as a whole will be able to recover. 

Private Sector Collaboration 

The private sector is a key partner in our catastrophic planning efforts. Various companies and 
organizations have worked with FEMA at the state and regional levels to collaborate and help 
develop catastrophic plans. Key corporate and academic experts have provided essential 
resources and input, and we have established relationships to facilitate response and recovery in 
coordination with these entities. 

At the national level, we are working with the private sector on a host of issues that will benefit 
our catastrophic planning. We have corporate candidates, nominated by the Retail Industry 
Leaders Association, serving three-month rotations within our National Response Coordination 
Center (NRCC). We have included private sector, volunteer and faith-based representatives in 
our no-notice “thunderbolt” response and recovery exercises, and we have shared ideas and 
lessons learned on a wide array of technology initiatives, including mobile applications, shared 
data feeds, and alert warnings through smart phones and other devices. Finally, one of our 
primary working groups is chaired by a member of the private sector, in order to support 
National Level Exercise 2011 (NLE 1 1) by engaging the private sector. This working group has 
already begun planning at the state, regional and national levels alongside DHS and FEMA 
planners. As we move forward with all aspects of planning for a catastrophic earthquake event, 
the private sector is collaborating with us every step of the way, and our progress is better for it. 

Non-Profit Community 

Working with the non-profit community is an essential part of our integrated emergency 
response and recovery efforts. In May 2010, FEMA entered into a new MOU with National 
Voluntary Organizations Active in Disaster (NVOAD), a coalition of 50 national non-profit 
disaster relief organizations. The MOU serves as the basis for greater communication with 
NVOAD members, fostering more inclusive planning and ultimately enhancing services to 
disaster survivors. This past July, FEMA entered into a new MOA with the National Council on 
Independent Living to grant access to FEMA Disaster Recovery Centers and assist people with 
disabilities. In October 2010, FEMA and the American Red Cross signed a MOA that sets the 
framework for the Red Cross and FEMA to jointly lead the planning and coordination of mass 
care services, which will strengthen and expand the resources available to help shelter, feed, 
provide emergency first aid and deliver supplies to survivors of a disaster. This co-led 
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partnership between FEMA and the Red Cross will leverage the resourcing strengths of the 
federal government and the sheltering, feeding and bulk distribution expertise of the Red 
Cross. 


V. The Role of Individuals, Families and Communities 

In a disaster environment, we work not just with governmental entities and private sector 
organizations, but with individuals, families and communities as well. In these arenas, FEMA 
has worked to remove barriers to access for members of diverse communities. As an example, 
FEMA’s Individual Assistance Division in the Recovery Directorate of the Office of Response 
and Recovery helps disaster survivors with housing, crisis counseling, low interest loans, legal 
services, disaster case management, and unemployment assistance, among other services. 

Housing 

The OIG report addressed FEMA’s disaster housing assistance, noting the strides we have made 
towards implementing a comprehensive strategy for managing disaster housing resources. We 
value the OIG’s input and are working actively to implement its recommendations. 

One area the OIG reviewed was FEMA’s development of a National Disaster Housing Strategy. 
The National Disaster Housing Task Force Concept of Operations was posted for public 
comment from December 9, 2010 to January 10, 2011. Comments received are currently in the 
adjudication process. 

The OIG also assessed FEMA’s plans to purchase, track and dispose of temporary housing units. 
FEMA’s FY 201 1 baseline inventory of temporary housing units will remain at 4,000 units ready 
for dispatch. Through auctions conducted by the GSA in early 20 1 0, FEMA sold most of its 
excess inventory; however, bidders are still in the process of removing the housing units. As the 
OIG report states, we had previously stated that FEMA would close all supporting storage sites 
by the end of 201 1. We are pleased to report that we are ahead of schedule. 

Finally, the OIG recommended that FEMA strengthen state and local commitment to house 
affected citizens. Toward that end, FEMA has developed the Disaster Temporary Housing 
Operational Guide, which describes FEMA’s approach for disaster-related sheltering and 
temporary housing needs. This guide was recently released for public comment, and FEMA is 
currently working to incorporate the extensive public input. 

In an effort to increase the number of headquarters and regional staff trained to execute a disaster 
housing mission, the Individual Assistance Division developed a new training course entitled 
Direct Housing Operations for Managers, which provides a comprehensive introduction to all 
aspects of a FEMA direct housing mission. This four-day course includes detailed instruction on 
pre-operational planning, supply chain management, site management, information tracking 
requirements, contract management, and the recertification process. To date, a total of 220 
FEMA staff from the field, regional offices, and headquarters have completed the course. 
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FEMA will continue to build upon the progress it has made, ensuring a strong and robust disaster 
housing program. However, incorporating individuals, families and communities into 
catastrophic disaster planning involves not just what we can do for people in the event of a 
disaster, but also how we can work with them to increase their overall preparedness. 

Personal Preparedness 

Family members, friends, co-workers and neighbors are our nation’s ‘first’ first responders in the 
initial 72 hours following a disaster. They are often the first ones to help with evacuations, 
search and rescue, food, water, shelter, and medical care, and undertake many other critical 
response functions well before emergency responders arrive. Individuals and communities are 
key assets, not liabilities. They offer specialized knowledge and skills, provide neighbor-to- 
neighbor assistance, and allow emergency responders to focus their resources where they are 
most needed. 

For that reason, personal preparedness remains a national priority. Nothing will contribute more 
to saving and sustaining lives than a citizenry prepared and provisioned to reduce its exposure to 
harm, or, when unavoidable harm comes, to function in an austere, reduced-services environment 
in the days immediately following a catastrophic disaster. Each family that takes even the most 
basic preparedness actions, such as having sufficient water and non-perishable food for at least 
72 hours, frees responders and critical resources that can be used to provide for those who truly 
need assistance. 

Incorporating People with Disabilities into Disaster Planning 

Plarming for disaster means that our planning must be inclusive of people of different ages and 
abilities. We need greater inclusion built into our participatory planning and preparedness 
activities. This includes meeting the access and functional needs of people with disabilities in 
preparing for and during disasters. 

Historically, our nation’s emergency management team-at all levels-has not planned well for 
meeting the access and functional needs of people with disabilities during disasters. Most of our 
plarming has been supplemental, contained in armexes, and treated as special needs. However, 
we are now taking critical steps in the right direction to ensure that we plan for the whole 
community, integrating people with disabilities into all of our disaster planning, response and 
recovery scenarios. 

In February 2010, FEMA established the Office of Disability Integration and Coordination, and 
in July 2010, established the first-ever Disability Working Group within FEMA. The Disability 
Working Group is responsible for ensuring that access and functional needs of children and 
adults with disabilities are fully integrated into all aspects of FEMA’s disaster planning, 
preparedness, response, recovery and mitigation efforts initiated and coordinated at the federal 
level. 
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In October of last year, FEM A published Guidance on Planning for Integration of Functional 
Needs Support Services in General Population Shelters. This guidance for states provides 
comprehensive information and tools for meeting integrated sheltering requirements. 

FEMA is also committed to placing Regional Disability Integration Specialists in each of 
FEMA’s ten regions. Eight are already on board on a permanent full-time basis, and an 
additional one is in place on an acting basis. 

When communities integrate the needs of children and adults with disabilities and others with 
access and functional needs into their community wide planning initiatives, they maximize 
resources, meet their obligations and strengthen their ability to prepare for, protect against, 
respond to, recover from and mitigate all hazards. FEMA is committed to initiatives that 
increase the participation of people with disabilities in emergency planning. 

Children in Disasters 

Similarly, we must all work together to meet the unique needs of children during a disaster, and 
ensure that their needs are considered at the outset of our planning and preparedness discussions. 
Emergency management officials at all levels need to plan and prepare for all who live in a 
community, including children, who comprise approximately 25 percent of the U.S. population. 
For that reason, FEMA established a Children’s Working Group (CWG) responsible for 
coordinating the Agency’s efforts, in partnership with other federal agencies and non- 
governmental stakeholders, to ensure that the needs of children are considered and integrated 
into all disaster planning, preparedness, response and recovery efforts initiated at the federal 
level. 

As an example, in preparation for Hurricane Earl earlier this year, we pre-positioned 
commodities in preparation for the hurricane to make landfall, including water, meals and 
generators. However, military-style Meals Ready to Eat (MREs) and other provisions are not 
necessarily suitable for young children. As a result, we also pre-positioned commodities for 
children, including infant formula, baby food, electrolytes and diapers. We need to anticipate, 
understand and specifically plan for the needs of children. 

FEMA has taken specific action in order to ensure that such plaiming occurs, including the 
following: 

• Children’s disaster-related needs have been integrated into several planning and guidance 
documents, including the second version of the Comprehensive Preparedness Guide 101, 
which serves as a framework for all planning guidance. 

• FEMA’s 2010 Homeland Security Grant Program Guidance provides clarification as to how 
grant dollars may be used to support preparedness and planning activities for children. 

• FEMA and the Department of Health and Human Services - Administration for Children and 
Families (ACF) finalized an interagency agreement in December 2009 allowing for the rapid 
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deployment of case managers by ACF to a disaster affected area when requested by a state 
following a presidentially declared disaster. 

• FEMA’s Emergency Management Institute developed a course entitled “Planning for 
Children and Disasters” which provides emergency managers and implementers of children’s 
programs with guidance on meeting children’s disaster related needs, EMI has reported 
2,385 successful completions. 

• FEMA has expanded its Student Tools for Emergency Planning (STEP) Program, reaching 
an additional 6,000 students this current school year. 

• FEMA’s Public Assistance Division published a fact sheet clarifying reimbursement 
eligibility for child care services under the Stafford Act. Guidance has been disseminated to 
FEMA Regions and key stakeholders. 

• FEMA’s Lessons Learned Information Sharing (LLIS) recently launched a “Children and 
Disasters” page to be utilized by practitioners and others in the emergency management 
community, 

• Members of the CWG collaborated with the American Red Cross and other pediatric experts 
to develop an Infant and Toddler Shelter Supply List, identifying the basic items necessary to 
sustain infants and children in mass care shelters and emergency congregate care 
environments. This list has been integrated into various FEMA planning and guidance 
documents, 

• FEMA is partnering with the Department of Justice - Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention, and the Department of Health and Human Services - Administration 
for Children and Families - Office of Child Care, to support the development of emergency 
preparedness planning guidance and overall efforts of addressing children’s disaster related 
needs. 

• FEMA and the Department of Education co-led a Youth Summit focused on supporting a 
structured and comprehensive approach to preparedness education for youth. Participants 
included federal, state, tribal and local governments, non-governmental stakeholders, 
pediatric experts, and emergency management specialists from Australia, Chile, Israel, and 
New Zealand. 

CWG serves as the primary point of contact for FEMA’s Emergency Support Function #6 (Mass 

Care, Emergency Assistance, Housing, and Human Services) coordination efforts in response to 

Presidentially-declared disasters to address the needs of children. 

• Through the direction of USAID, FEMA coordinated the procurement of infant supplies to 
support evacuees of the Haiti Earthquake waiting to depart from the Port Au Prince Airport, 
Supplies were delivered approximately 12 hours after the request was received. 
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• FEMA and the National Center for Missing and Exploited Children (NCMEC) are in the 
process of developing a cooperative agreement which would allow FEMA to provide funding 
and other resources (i.e., search for and reunification of missing children, office space for the 
National Emergency Child Locator Center and FEMA staffing to support call center 
operations) to the NCMEC. 

We will continue to incorporate everyone into our disaster planning, recognizing that all 
populations help to make up the emergency management community. 


VI. The “Whole Community” Initiative 

As we work to implement the recommendations of the OIG report and make improvements to 
FEMA’s programs, we must be sure to avoid viewing these initiatives as separate from one 
another. We must view all of the work FEMA does in concert with the rest of the emergency 
management community as part of a broad plan for addressing the demands and challenges of a 
catastrophic disaster. 

To ensure that our efforts become part of an interconnected plan of action, we are focused on our 
“Whole Community” initiative. This initiative will continue to leverage the capabilities that both 
governmental and non-governmental entities play in preparing for a catastrophic disaster. 

We cannot effectively respond to a catastrophic disaster alone. Our planning and preparedness 
scenarios require all parties to pitch in, including FEMA and its partners at the federal level; 
state, local and tribal governments; non-governmental organizations in the non-profit, faith-based 
and private sector communities; and most importantly, diverse individuals, families, and 
communities, who continue to be our most important assets and allies in our ability to respond to 
and recover from a major disaster. 

As the name of the initiative indicates, it is truly the whole community that must be prepared to 
respond in ways that extend beyond the normal paradigms in which we have traditionally 
operated. As a result, when we at FEMA address our own preparedness and response 
capabilities, we now do it through the “Whole Community” framework. And it is through that 
lens that we will work to implement the recommendations from the recent OIG report in order to 
improve upon our preparedness for the next catastrophic disaster. 

“Whole Community” uses planning assumptions for catastrophic disasters that are based on the 
worst case scenarios. These scenarios are designed to challenge preparedness at all levels of 
government and force innovative, non-traditional solutions as part of the response strategy to 
such events. 

To begin this change in national preparedness practice and doctrine, we are enlisting the active 
participation of the whole community, partnering with emergency management, public health, 
security, law enforcement, critical infrastructure and medical organizations to plan, train, 
organize and heighten awareness as a team. 
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The “Whole Community” initiative identifies the highest priority tasks necessary to save and 
sustain lives and stabilize a community or region during the crucial first 72 hours after a 
catastrophe. This initiative also addresses the fundamental pillars of the entire emergency 
management spectrum. While the initial 72-hour period after an incident is the most critical in 
saving and sustaining lives, the Whole Community approach spans not only response operations 
following a disaster, but also recovery, prevention, protection, and mitigation activities that occur 
before, during and after a catastrophic event. 


VII. Conclusion 

FEMA’s mission is to support our citizens and first responders to ensure we work together as a 
nation to build, sustain, and improve our capability to prepare for, protect against, respond to, 
recover from, and mitigate all hazards. Too often we have overlooked our role as supporting 
citizens and first responders. The “Whole Community” initiative recognizes that FEMA is not 
the nation’s emergency management team - FEMA is just part of the team. 

FEMA continues to play an integral role as part of the emergency management community. 
However, we know that we cannot and should not do it alone. We know of the capabilities of 
federal agencies, which can be leveraged in the event of a disaster to provide a robust federal 
response. We know of the importance of effective coordination with state, local and tribal 
governments, who provide direct, on the ground experience, and who usually have initial and 
primary responsibility for disaster response. We know that non-governmental organizations, like 
faith-based and non-profit groups, and private sector entities, possess knowledge, assets and 
services that government simply cannot provide. An effective disaster response involves tapping 
into all of these resources. 

Finally, and most importantly, we know of the great capacity of individuals to care for their 
families, friends, neighbors and fellow community members, making our citizens force 
multipliers rather than liabilities. Together, we make up the whole community, and we all have 
an important role to play. We must engage all of our societal capacity, both within and beyond 
FEMA, to work together as a team. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to appear before you today to discuss the importance of 
engaging the whole community in FEMA’s preparedness for the next catastrophic disaster, I 
look forward to working with you and the Office of Inspector General as we continue to 
implement its recommendations and ensure a stronger and more agile preparedness, protection, 
response, recovery and mitigation capability. 

I am prepared to answer any questions the Committee may have. 
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Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee. I am Richard Skinner. Former 
Inspector General for the Department of Homeland Security (DHS). Thank you for the 
opportunity to discuss the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) level of 
preparedness for the next catastrophic disaster. 

In March 2008, the Department of Homeland Security, Office of Inspector General (DHS-OIG) 
issued a report in response to a request from the House Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform to perform a high-level assessment of FEMA’s preparedness to handle a 
future disaster. DHS-OIG reported that the agency had made progress in all of the key 
preparedness areas we reviewed, although in some areas the progress was modest or limited. 

The primary objective of DHS-OIG’ s 2010 assessment was to determine the progress FEMA has 
made in key preparedness areas for the next catastrophic disaster. 

Overall, FEMA has made substantial progress in one of the ten key areas, moderate progress in 
seven areas, and modest progress in two areas. FEMA would benefit from increased oversight of 
key preparedness areas to ensure that implementation of initiatives is sustained. However, 
concerns that are common to DHS-OIG’s review of the critical components include: (1) the need 
for more effective coordination with state, local, and tribal governments; (2) the need for 
information technology systems that arc updated and integrated agency-wide; (3) too few 
experienced staff to handle the increasing workload; and (4) funding that is not adequate to 
maintain initiatives, meet the costs of disasters, and recruit, train, and retain staff. 

Today, I will focus my remarks on the results of the work DHS-OIG conducted and the 
recommendations for the agency. There are ten critical areas that the report addressed: 

• Overall Planning 

• Coordination and Support 

• Emergency Communications 

• Logistics 

• Evacuations 

• Housing 

• Disaster Workforce 

• Mission Assignments 

• Acquisition Management 

• Mitigation 

FEMA continues to make progress in leading the federal effort in responding to catastrophic 
disasters. FEMA can build on this progress by maintaining its momentum in continuing to 
develop and implement the critical components of the ten key preparedness areas. 
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BACKGROUND 

In responding to natural or manmade emergency situations, current doctrine dictates that the 
government agencies and organizations most local to the situation act as first responders. When 
state and local governments become overwhelmed by the size or scope of the disaster, state 
officials may request assistance from the federal government, so federal agencies must always be 
prepared to provide support when needed. In 1979, President Carter issued an Executive Order 
that created the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and merged many of the 
separate disaster-related federal functions. 

FEMA’s statutory authority comes from the Homeland Security Act of 2002, the Post-Katrina 
Emergency Management Reform Act of 2006 and the Stafford Act. FEMA’s statutory authority 
to provide disaster assistance comes from the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency 
Assistance Act, as amended (P.L. 100-707) (Stafford Act), which was signed into law in 1988 
and amended the Disaster Relief Act of 1974 (P.L. 93-288). To access federal assistance under 
the Stafford Act, generally, states must make an emergency or major disaster declaration request 
that is reviewed by FEMA for presidential approval. The Stafford Act also permits FEMA to 
anticipate declarations and pre-stage federal personnel and resources when a disaster threatening 
human health and safety is imminent, but not yet declared. 

Following the terrorist attacks of September 1 1 , 2001 , the Homeland Security Act of 2002 
(Public Law [P.L.] 107-296) (Homeland Security Act) realigned FEMA and made it part 
of the newly formed Department of Homeland Security (DHS). In 2006, the President 
signed into law the Post-Katrina Emergency Reform Act. The act significantly 
reorganized FEMA and provided it substantial new authority to remedy gaps that became 
apparent in the response to Hurricane Kauina in August 2005. 

Between January and May 2010, FEMA responded to more than 40 presidentially declared 
emergencies and disasters. From January 1980 through December 2009, the average number of 
events to which FEMA responds each year has risen from 25 to about 70. 

FEMA spends an average of $4.3 billion each year on responding to disasters. Most of the 
money is spent on direct disaster assistance programs such as Individual Assistance (e.g., 
temporary housing). Public Assistance (e.g., debris removal and repair of damaged public 
property), and the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (e.g., retrofitting buildings to make them 
resistant to earthquakes or strong winds). These programs are intended to address the short-, 
medium-, and long-term impacts of a disaster on individuals and communities. 

In December 2009, FEMA implemented a new organizational structure designed to help it 
achieve its emergency management mandate more effectively by strengthening key functions 
that had been previously fragmented across multiple organizational divisions. 

Since 1993, FEMA has been called upon to help support many routine natural disasters that 
historically would have been handled entirely by state and local governments. At the same time, 
some state and local governments cut funding to their own emergency management programs, 
thereby rendering themselves less prepared to handle routine disasters like floods, fires, or 
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storms. As a relatively small federal agency, many of FEMA's staff are “dual-hatted.” During 
nondisaster times, their primary roles may be to support plaiming and preparedness efforts. 

When a disaster hits, however, they may be working in the field on response and recovery. As 
more disasters are declared and disasters stay open for longer periods of time, more FEMA staff 
resources are diverted from planning and preparedness efforts. 

DHS-OIG has prepared a report to assess FEMA’s readiness to respond to the next catastrophic 
disaster, entitled, "FEMA 's Preparedness for the Next Catastrophic Disaster - An Updated 
Through the review of reports, including those of the DHSOIG, the Government Accountability 
Office (GAO), and congressional testimony, DHS-OIG was able to identify ten key areas critical 
to successful catastrophic preparedness efforts. In collaboration with FEMA officials, DHS-OIG 
identified two to four critical components within each key area. DHS-OIG assessed FEMA’s 
progress in each of the areas using a four-tiered scale: substantial progress, moderate progress, 
modest progress, and limited or no progress. Overall, as shown in the following figure, FEMA 
has made substantial progress in one of the ten key areas, moderate progress in seven areas, and 
modest progress in two areas. 

Scorecard for Selected FEMA 
Preparedness Areas 



OVERALL PLANNING (Moderate Progress) 

FEMA’s Protection and National Preparedness (PNP) is responsible for leading America’s 
efforts to enhance preparedness to prevent, protect from, respond to, and recover from natural 
and manmade disasters, It strives to ensure that the Nation is prepared through a comprehensive 
cycle of planning, organizing, equipping, training, and exercising. 


This assessment of Overall Planning focuses on FEMA’s efforts to: 
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• Develop a strategy to guide the integration of prevention, response, and recovery efforts; 

• Complete assessments of capabilities and readiness at the national, state, and local levels; 

• Enhance community disaster preparedness; and 

• Enhance catastrophic disaster preparedness at all levels. 

FEMA’s PNP has yet to complete the development and implementation of a strategy and 
guidance for the integration of prevention, response, and recovery efforts. In April and October 
2009, the GAO reported that PNP had not developed a strategic plan. In the interim, PNP used 
its annual operating plan, which aligns with FEMA’s strategic plan, to guide its integration 
strategy. However, the GAO report noted that the annual operating plan does not have key 
elements of an effective national strategy, such as how to gauge progress. 

FEMA officials indicated that PNP is in the process of developing a strategic plan that will 
strengthen the integration of each of the directorate’s divisions and include specific goals, 
timelines, milestones, and measurements of progress. PNP plans to develop a new version of its 
strategic plan and begin implementation by the end of December 2010. However, the timeline 
for completing the strategic plan will hinge primarily on the completion of the new Presidential 
Policy Directive on National Preparedness, which is currently in draft, and the recommendations 
of the National Preparedness Task Force. 

FEMA used its Cost to Capabilities initiative and the Gap Analysis Program to conduct 
capabilities and readiness assessments. The Cost to Capabilities initiative was intended to 
optimize the impact of homeland security grant dollars on preparedness efforts, and the Gap 
Analysis Program was designed to improve operational readiness by reducing response and 
recovery capability shortfalls throughout all levels of government, 

FEMA conducted gap analyses in 2008 and 2009 for FEMA Regions I, II, III, IV, and VI. Once 
the gaps were identified, FEMA worked closely with the states to mitigate the shortfalls. For 
example, in May 2009, a state in FEMA Region I reported that it would be unable to meet 
transportation and evacuation needs if a Category 3 hurricane made landfall. FEMA is working 
with the state to provide technical assistance in developing and refining its evacuation plans. 

In July 2009, the FEMA Administrator issued a moratorium on new information requests from 
state, tribal, and local governments. This suspension of data collection applies to the Cost to 
Capabilities initiative and the Gap Analysis Program. The FEMA Administrator directed PNP to 
gather all the reporting information required by directorates and develop a consolidated process 
that eliminates duplication and minimizes the burden on state, local, and tribal partners. A 
Reporting Requirements Working Group was formed in August 2009 and a proposal to 
streamline reporting requirements is due to the FEMA Administrator in fiscal year 2010. 

PNP is also leading an effort to update the status of catastrophic planning in all 50 states and 75 
of the Nation’s largest urban areas. This update was undertaken at the direction of Congress and 
was due in April 2010. As of May 2010, FEMA was finalizing the report. 

Although FEMA emphasizes the importance of individual and community preparedness, 
significant challenges remain. DHS-OIG 2008 report rated FEMA’s progress in this critical area 
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as moderate, as efforts were underway to coordinate and integrate community disaster 
preparedness through the Citizen Corps Program and the Ready Campaign. However, in January 
2010, GAO reported that FEMA has been unable to measure performance effectively for these 
programs. FEMA is in the process of developing a corrective action plan to address GAO’s 
concerns. 

FEMA has made progress enhancing catastrophic preparedness, particularly at the regional level. 
FEMA officials told DHS-OIO that several regional planning initiatives have been undertaken 
since 2008, including the Hawai’i Hurricane Plan, the San Francisco Bay Area Earthquake Plan, 
the Northwest Nevada Earthquake Plan, and the Florida Hurricane Plan. Planning initiatives 
currently underway include the Southern California Earthquake Planning Initiative, the Guam 
Typhoon Planning Initiative, the Gulf Coast Hurricane Planning Initiative, and the New Madrid 
Seismic Zone Catastrophic Earthquake Planning Initiative, 

PNP is also working to complete FEMA’s first National Preparedness Report, which will 
describe federal, state, and local preparedness levels and identify nationwide trends that can 
inform decision makers on what actions are needed to further enhance our Nation’s preparedness 
for 4 of the 15 National Planning Scenarios: Improvised Explosive Device, Improvised Nuclear 
Device, Pandemic Influenza, and Hurricane. The draft report is in the clearance phase with 
0MB. In May 2010, PNP conducted the 2010 National Level Exercise to test its catastrophic 
planning efforts. The exercise tested the response capabilities to an improvised nuclear device 
detonation. 

COORDINATION AND SUPPORT (Moderate Progress) 

To determine FEMA’s readiness to support communities and states in response to a future 
catastrophic disaster, we assessed FEMA’s efforts to: 

• Implement the National Reform Framework (NRF) and specific operations plans; 

• Clarify the roles, responsibilities, and authorities of the Principal Federal Official (PFO) 
and Federal Coordinating Officer (FCO); and 

• Provide law enforcement access to FEMA records in support of Emergency Support 
Function- 1 3 (ESF-1 3), Public Safety and Security. 

The NRF guides how the Nation conducts all-hazards response focusing on how the federal 
government is organized to support communities and states in catastrophic incidents. The NRF 
was implemented in March 2008, but federal operations plans that describe detailed resource, 
personnel, and asset allocations necessary to respond to incidents representing the gravest 
dangers facing the United States have not yet been completed. 

The NRF describes planning as the cornerstone of national preparedness and a critical element to 
respond to a disaster or emergency. It also lists 1 5 National Planning Scenarios that represent a 
minimum number of credible scenarios depicting the range of potential terrorist attacks, natural 
disasters and related impacts facing our Nation. Operations plans for these scenarios are 
particularly important because they identify detailed resources, personnel, assets and specific 
roles, responsibilities, and actions for each federal department and agency responding to an 
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incident or emergency. DHS-OIG’s recent audit of federal incident management planning 
efforts determined that although planning has progressed for certain scenarios, much work 
remains to complete operations plans for all 1 5 scenarios. 

FEMA has made progress in clarifying the roles of key senior federal officials who typically may 
be deployed with a federal incident management team. The NRF describes the roles of both the 
PFO and FCO and their responsibilities and authorities during an incident. It underscores that 
the PFO does not have directive authority over an FCO or any other federal or state official. 
Rather, “the PFO promotes collaboration and, as possible, resolves any Federal interagency 
conflict that may arise.” It also underscores that the FCO is specifically appointed by the 
President to coordinate federal support in the response to and recovery from emergencies and 
major disasters by executing Stafford Act authorities, including commitment of FEMA resources 
and the mission assignment of other federal departments or agencies. It is important to note, 
however, that the DHS Secretary retains the authority to appoint a representative who 
functionally reports through the FCO; however, the NRF has not yet been updated to reflect this 
clarification. Additionally, FEMA Administrator Fugate, in testimony on May 6, 2010, declared 
that DHS will follow existing federal law and no longer appoint PFOs in disasters and 
emergencies that fall under the Stafford Act. Further, the department will not object to keeping 
the prohibition against such appointments in law. In August 2010, FEMA reported that it is no 
longer referring to incident commanders or team leaders as PFOs. 

To remedy information-sharing problems encountered following Hurricane Katrina and to 
facilitate law enforcement access to FEMA disaster recovery assistance files for investigating 
fraud, locating missing children, and identifying the whereabouts of sex offenders and fugitive 
felons, FEMA executed agreements with the Department of Justice, including the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation and U.S. Marshals Service. Additionally, in November 2007 FEMA appointed a 
law enforcement advisor to the Administrator to fill a position created by the Post-Katrina 
Emergency Reform Act (Post-Katrina Act) who will provide FEMA with a law enforcement 
perspective on agency plans and policies and support FEMA’s growing interaction with law 
enforcement associations. Although FEMA’s law enforcement advisor was aware of the recent 
agreements with the Department of Justice, he said he would not be involved in any future policy 
review unless specifically asked by FEMA’s Office of Chief Counsel. 

FEMA has made progress in improving law enforcement access to its disaster recovery 
assistance files by updating its system-of-records notice. FEMA officials told DHS-OIG that 
they are 90% complete with establishing the protocols, procedures, and processes for providing 
appropriate law enforcement access to FEMA disaster recovery assistance records, to include 
Interagency Security Agreements with the Department of Justice and others needing access. 
FEMA anticipates that standard operating procedures will be in place by the end of this fiscal 
year. 

Federal operations plans for all 15 National Plrmning Scenarios are still needed because they 
guide other preparedness activities and contribute to the unity of effort by providing a common 
blueprint for activity in an emergency. Additionally, FEMA should update the NRF to remedy 
confusion about the role, authority, and responsibilities of the PFO and to ensure that ail NRF 
stakeholders are aware of the intent of Congress. Finally, it is important that the FEMA law 
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enforcement advisor and his staff be kept aware of and regularly consulted on the execution of 
future law enforcement agreements and FEMA’s implementation of protocols, procedures, and 
processes to provide access to appropriate law enforcement entities. 


EMERGENCY COMMUNICATIONS (Substantial Progress) 

Three organizational components within DHS are responsible for emergency communications: 

(1) the National Protection and Programs Directorate’s Office of Emergency Communications; 

(2) the Science & Technology Directorate; and (3) FEMA’s Response Directorate’s Disaster 
Emergency Communications Division. In the past, there was confusion over which of these 
three elements led DHS’ efforts in this area. In July 2009, Secretary Napolitano designated the 
Office of Emergency Communications to lead DHS’ efforts to advance interoperable emergency 
communications. Notwithstanding the recent designation, FEMA has important responsibilities 
in this area. 

FEMA’s Office of National Preparedness and Protection, Grants Program Directorate is 
responsible for administering the Interoperable Emergency Communications Grant Program. 
Consequently, we updated the criteria from the 2008 report to assess FEMA’s progress in the 
following critical areas: 

• Coordinate communications support for state, local, and tribal responders during Stafford 
Act incidents; 

• Manage the deployment and operation of communications assets; and 

• Manage emergency communications grants. 

FEMA’s Disaster Emergency Communications Division of the Response Directorate has been 
actively coordinating federal communications support for state, tribal, and local responders. The 
Division is working with the National Communications System to revise the overarching ESF-2 
procedures. Once the revision has been finalized, the division will revise its internal standard 
operating procedures to align with the ESF-2 procedures. FEMA officials said that coordination 
between the two offices is a continuous process with frequent meetings. 

FEMA recently entered into an interagency agreement with the Federal Communications 
Commission (FCC) to provide incident-area impact analysis in the immediate aftermath of an 
incident. FEMA can mission assign the FCC to deploy equipment and technicians to disaster 
areas to identify commercial, public safety, and critical infrastructure communications outages. 
Using this information, ESF-2 can coordinate the restoration of these communications systems. 
Identifying these outages is vitally important in ensuring that public welfare and evacuation 
information is disseminated to the disaster area in a timely and accurate manner. 

FEMA has developed 1 1 communication-related pre-scripted mission assignments with the FCC, 
the U.S. Coast Guard, the Department of Defense, the National Communications System, and the 
U.S. Forest Service. The U.S. Coast Guard has agreed to provide mobile communication teams 
to support first responders and to coordinate initial operations in response to a disaster. The U.S. 
Forest Service will provide telecommunications equipment and personnel to support response 
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operations. These pre-scripted mission assignments provide FEMA with the communications 
equipment and personnel necessary for rapid response to an incident. 

Working with federal, state, tribal, and local responders, FEMA helped to establish in each of its 
ten regions the congressional ly mandated Regional Emergency Communications Coordination 
Working Groups, which are headed by local responders and consist of their federal, state, and 
local counterparts. The working groups assess the status of local emergency communications 
systems and report annually to federal stakeholders. FEMA told DHS-OIG that nine regions 
have completed their annual reports. When all reports are complete, FEMA will compile the 
submissions into a national report. FEMA is also assisting regional and state jurisdictions to 
develop emergency communications plans that allow FEMA to be better prepared to pre-position 
and deploy needed communications assets during catastrophic incidents. To date, 27 states and 4 
regions have emergency communications plans. 

FEMA has participated in multiple emergency communications exercises. FEMA officials said 
that they recently participated in an interoperable radio exercise with the U.S. Secret Service; a 
joint exercise with the Transportation Security Administration and the U.S. Army using the 
Military Affiliate Radio System as a backup in case of widespread devastation, as occurred after 
Hurricane Katrina; and an exercise with the U.S. Coast Guard. FEMA will also participate in the 
201 1 National Level Exercise focusing on a catastrophic earthquake in the New Madrid Seismic 
Zone. 

FEMA has effectively deployed communications assets to the state and local emergency 
community through the Mobile Emergency Response Support (MERS) detachments. MERS 
detachments are comprised of trained professionals and specialized equipment, including 
interoperable high frequency, very high frequency, ultra high frequency, and 700/800 megahertz 
communications systems, as well as satellite systems. MERS communications assets can 
establish or reestablish connectivity with public safety wireless systems and command and 
control networks. 

FEMA has made progress in managing emergency communications grants to enhance state and 
local capabilities. From FY 2004 through FY 2008, the last year for which complete figures are 
available, DHS awarded more than $3 billion in grants to enhance state and local interoperable 
communications efforts. In addition, FEMA is administering, on behalf of the Department of 
Commerce, the Public Safety Interoperable Communications Grant Program, which is funded 
through proceeds from the auction of analog television frequency spectrum. This grant program, 
totaling almost $1 billion, is designed to improve state and local public safety agencies’ 
emergency communications. 

To measure the effectiveness of grants, in 2008 FEMA developed a Cost to Capability initiative. 
Following an agency-wide moratorium on new requests for information from state and local 
governments, this initiative was suspended in November 2009. Therefore, there is currently no 
system in place to measure the impact of grants. However, FEMA’s Reporting Requirements 
Working Group is developing a data collection system intended eventually to measure the 
effectiveness of several programs, including communications grants. 
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LOGISTICS (Moderate Progress) 

The Logistics Management Directorate (LMD) is the agency’s major program office responsible 
for policy, guidance, standards, execution, and governance of logistics support, services, and 
operations. Its mission is to plan, manage, and sustain the national logistics response and 
recovery operations in support of domestic emergencies and special events, 

FEMA has identified areas for improving its end-to-end supply chain and established the Total 
Asset Visibility (TAV) program to implement processes and automate the flow of commodity 
information. FEMA management is focused on improving the logistics core competencies to a 
level that will respond effectively and efficiently to a catastrophic disaster. We assessed two 
critical areas to measure FEMA’s progress to: 

• Establish total asset visibility through the Logistics Supply Chain Management System 
(LSCMS); and 

• Establish a national supply chain strategy. 

FEMA began to implement the TAV program in FY 2005. Since implementation, TAV has 
undergone two phases of development. TAV-Phase 1 was a pilot program that involved 
improving the visibility of select assets for two FEMA regions and distribution centers 
supporting the hurricane-prone Gulf Coast states. At the end of FY 2009, FEMA transitioned 
from TAV-Phase 1 to the LSCMS (TAV-Phase 2). LMD implemented a number of LSCMS 
milestones during the current fiscal year, including: 

• Wireless Enterprise Procurement - wireless package; 

• Warehouse Management - functional design; and 

• Trading Partner Management - development. 

According to FEMA, every element of LSCMS is fully functional but not completely 
implemented. The entire application is scheduled to be implemented by the end of calendar year 
2010. LSCMS is expected to be interoperable with federal, state, county, municipal, tribal 
government, and nongovernmental organizations’ disaster management supply chain processes 
and systems. The final product and implementation will encompass all aspects of FEMA 
operations, including inventory management, requisitions, order management, fulfillment, 
shipping, transportation management, situational awareness and reporting, and retrograde 
processes. 

New LSCMS initiatives include change management, training, acceptance, and accountability. 
Officials said that FEMA is addressing change management across all ten regions by increasing 
communications throughout FEMA and by providing role-based training. 

During a disaster, when state and local governments’ capabilities are exceeded, the state may 
request FEMA’s assistance. The specific type and quantity of commodities and support assets 
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needed will vary, but experience indicates that some common needs include water (usually 
bottled), emergency meals, cots, blankets, tarps, and generators. 

FEMA has determined that pre-positioning commodities is neither logistically prudent nor an 
effective use of taxpayer funds. FEMA has focused on eliminating potential waste by: 

• Changing LMD business practices and procedures; 

• Strengthening public and private sector solutions and relationships with partners such as 
the Defense Logistics Agency, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, American Red Cross, and 
General Services Administration (GSA); and 

• Implementing a continuous process review and developing standard operating procedures 
at all FEMA Distribution Centers. 

FEMA personnel said that two of the primary challenges to improving the LSCMS business 
process are retaining sufficient staff and implementing change management across all ten 
regions. Although LSCMS has been available, the primary methods of information transfer 
continued to be email, phone calls, and spreadsheets. Customer satisfaction surveys from 2008 
and 2009 show low systems usage among logistics professionals in the field. 

FEMA has improved its logistics systems and processes; however, LSCMS is not yet fully 
implemented and may not be fully effective until disaster response personnel have adopted all 
aspects of the new business process, as discussed in DHS-OlO’s recent report FEMA 's Logistics 
Management Process for Responding to Catastrophic Disasters, July 20 1 0. 

EVACUATIONS (Moderate Progress) 

Emergency evacuations are the responsibility of state and local governments. However, if state 
and local emergency management systems become overwhelmed, FEMA has several specific 
responsibilities. DHS-OIG 2008 report assessed two specific initiatives involving evacuations; 
(1) the Gulf Coast Mass Evacuation Capability Enhancement Initiative; and (2) the Gap Analysis 
Program. For this report, DHS-OIG expanded its focus to include FEMA’s full responsibilities 
and authorities outlined in the Post-Katrina Act. DHS-OIG reviewed FEMA’s efforts to: 

• Augment state, tribal, and local emergency evacuation plans and operations; and 

• Establish the capability to implement a federally supported or federalized evacuation. 

DHS-OIG assessed FEMA’s progress in this area, focusing on the Gulf Coast Mass Evacuation 
Capability Enhancement Initiative, the Gap Analysis Program, the Catastrophic Disaster 
Planning Initiative, and evacuation planning workshops sponsored by FEMA. Through these 
initiatives and others, FEMA has worked with at least 35 states and territories on evacuation 
planning since 2008. 

FEMA launched the Gulf Coast Mass Evacuation Capability Enhancement Initiative in 2007 to 
develop an organized plan for evacuating the Gulf Coast region and to have state-to-state 
agreements in place for transporting and sheltering evacuees. Evacuations in response to 
Hurricane Gustav in 2008 demonstrate that FEMA’s efforts are having an impact. During the 
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response, 1 5,000 Louisiana residents were transported by bus to shelters in evacuee host states; 
2,025 were relocated by rail to Tennessee; and 5,050 were flown to Arkansas, Kentucky, or 
Tennessee. 

The initiative has continued with the expanded goal of developing regional hurricane operations 
plans and federal support plans for several states. FEMA officials provided the Texas and 
Louisiana Federal Support Plans, the Arkansas Aviation Operations Plan, the South Carolina 
Motor Coach Evacuation Concept of Operations Plan, and the FEMA Region VI 2009 Flurricane 
Contingency Plan as evidence of progress in this area. 

The Gap Analysis Program was designed to improve operational readiness by reducing response 
and recovery capability shortfalls throughout all levels of government. The 2008 Gap Analysis, 
which included an analysis of evacuation capabilities in 19 states, the District of Columbia, 
Puerto Rico, and the U.S. Virgin Islands, indicated that 5 states have no gaps and would not 
require federal assistance. FEMA is working with other states to mitigate gaps that were 
identified. For example, one state needs federal assistance to evacuate 17,000 residents with 
special medical needs. FEMA, the Department of Defense, and the state developed a draft Air 
Evacuation Plan to mitigate this gap. 

The 2009 Gap Analysis is not as informative as the 2008 analysis, because data collection was 
suspended in response to a moratorium issued by the FEMA Administrator, as discussed in 
previous sections. FEMA officials said that states can now use their tool of choice to assess 
capabilities. FEMA is continuing to use previously collected data to determine evacuation 
staffing estimates, and FEMA’s regional planners continue working with the states. 

FEMA’s Catastrophic Disaster Planning Initiative is designed to conduct analyses and develop 
plans for mass evacuation, sheltering, and response to catastrophic disasters. In April 2009, 
GAO reported that FEMA had engaged in significant planning efforts regarding threats that are 
specific to certain regions, such as hurricanes and earthquakes, through this initiative, but that 
planning efforts were ongoing and had not been concluded. 

A large-scale federally supported evacuation has not been needed since Hurricane Katrina, but 
FEMA has provided evacuation support to state, tribal, and local governments during recent 
incidents, including hurricanes Gustav and Ike. FEMA is also finalizing a national system for 
states to track evacuees. Additionally, FEMA published a Mass Evacuation Incident Annex in 
June 2008. However, the Operational Supplement to the Annex that is intended to provide 
additional guidance for mass evacuations has not yet been finalized. 

FEMA began developing a National Mass Evacuation Tracking System to track individuals as 
they arrive at or depart from certain locations, such as shelters. However, funding for system 
development was cut in 2008 and development did not resume until the spring of 2009. Several 
states and cities are testing the system, and FEMA officials stated that it will be ready by the 
2010 hurricane season. FEMA is offering the system to stales free of charge; however, FEMA 
cannot compel states to use the system. 
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FEMA has made progress in both critical areas, but its preparedness to support a regional or 
large-scale evacuation outside the Gulf region remains a concern. FEMA has augmented state 
and local evacuations planning and operations and enhanced its own capabilities to implement a 
federally supported evacuation. However, FEMA officials said that they need more staff and 
funding for the Planning Division, and DHS-OIG is concerned that the Operational Annex to the 
Mass Evacuation Incident Annex in the NRF has not been completed. 


HOUSING (Moderate Progress) 

In a presidentially declared disaster, FEMA administers the temporary housing response for 
individuals and households. In the past, FEMA was criticized for its inability to provide 
immediate, short-term housing assistance to disaster survivors and to transition people needing it 
to more permanent forms of housing. As a result of congressional legislation, FEMA developed 
and released the National Disaster Housing Strategy to guide future disaster housing assistance 
efforts. DHS-OIG reviewed FEMA’s current progress in three critical housing components: 

• Develop a National Disaster Housing Strategy; 

• Develop plans to purchase, track, and dispose of temporary housing units; and 

• Strengthen state and local commitment to house affected citizens. 

In response to the Post-Katrina Act, FEMA released the National Disaster Housing Strategy in 
January 2009. The strategy summarizes FEMA’s disaster housing process, including sheltering 
and housing capabilities, principles, and policies. It outlines a number of potential housing 
programs that can assist disaster survivors in finding interim housing. In September 2009, we 
issued a report stating that the National Disaster Housing Strategy is a positive yet interim step 
forward. 

The strategy has several components. First, it requires the creation of a National Disaster Joint 
Housing Task Force. The task force is charged with developing a Disaster Housing 
Implementation Plan that translates the strategy’s goals into measurable actions and milestones; a 
Comprehensive Concept of Operations that integrates and synchronizes existing housing 
capabilities across all levels of go vernment, nongovernmental organizations, and the private 
sector; and a Catastrophic Concept of Operations that addresses the unique requirements for a 
large-scale disaster. 

0MB approved the Disaster Housing Implementation Plan on March 16, 2010. The 
Comprehensive Concept of Operations is scheduled to be completed and released immediately 
following the release of the National Disaster Recovery Framework. 

FEMA has also developed a Non-congregate Housing Program that uses hotels and motels or 
federally owned unoccupied housing units as a sheltering resource. Each option has unique 
challenges. FEMA has a contract to place disaster survivors in an average of 1,250,000 hotel or 
motel rooms per night for an extended period. The program allows for sheltering a maximum of 
500,000 disaster-affected households after a catastrophic event. However, the program’s success 
depends on leveraging the full capabilities of the federal government along with state and local 
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governments, the private sector, community members, and the disaster survivors. An additional 
constraint to this program is the unknown readiness and availability of FEMA-identified 
hotel/motel sheltering option components. Nationwide, FEMA has identified approximately 
46,715 federally owned unoccupied housing units. These units are readily available; however, 
this option has potential unit habitability and readiness concerns. Disaster survivors must be 
willing to relocate to areas where housing is available, and states must agree to accept these 
survivors. 

Since 2008, FEMA has developed extensive plans to purchase, track, and dispose of temporary 
housing units. Because of numerous concerns over FEMA’s use of travel trailers after Hurricane 
Katrina, in March 2009, the FEMA Administrator testified that it would consider the use of 
travel trailers only as a last resort. However, FEMA would consider a state’s specific request for 
travel trailers during extraordinary disaster conditions when no other forms of interim housing 
are available. FEMA managers will apply the following conditions: (1) Travel trailers may be 
authorized only for use on private property; (2) FEMA will not authorize travel trailers for use in 
group sites; (3) FEMA will authorize travel trailer use for a maximum of 6 months’ occupancy, 
and only when the level of damage to the occupant’s predisaster dwelling can be repaired in less 
than 6 months; (4) FEMA will provide travel trailers that are within formaldehyde levels the 
state has determined to be acceptable; and (5) FEMA will provide units with air exchange 
controls that meet or exceed FEMA specifications. 

In light of the decision to consider travel trailers as a last resort housing option, FEMA has been 
assessing new and innovative forms of temporary alternative housing through several 
programmatic actions. In 2006, Congress appropriated $400 million for a FEMA-operated 4- 
year Alternative Housing Pilot Program. Through an interagency agreement with the 
Department of Housing and Urban Development, this program is designed to identify and 
evaluate better ways to house disaster survivors. For example, in Texas, FEMA has developed a 
housing unit that can be assembled in less than 10 hours and can be stored flat for reuse. A final 
report to Congress on the Alternative Housing Pilot Program is due December 3 1 , 201 1 . 

In 2008, FEMA awarded provisional contracts to seven alternative housing manufacturers to 
install temporary housing units for students attending classes at FEMA’s National Emergency 
Training Center in Emmitsburg, MD. The Recovery Division’s Joint Housing Solutions Group 
continues to monitor and evaluate each unit for future suitability to house disaster survivors. 

For FY 2010, FEMA has a baseline inventory of 4,000 ready-for-dispatch temporary housing 
units. In January 2010, FEMA began an effort to sell more than 101,000 excess temporary 
housing units through GSA online auctions. When the GSA auction closed on January 29, 2010, 
FEMA had sold most of its excess inventory; however, bidders are still in the process of 
removing the housing units. By the end of 201 1, FEMA is scheduled to close all supporting 
storage sites. 

In its Disaster Housing Practitioner’s Guide, FEMA said that each state should create and 
maintain a standing disaster housing taskforce. FEMA will assist states by providing best 
practices information, operational guidance, and a standardized housing plan template that can be 
tailored to unique disaster housing needs. FEMA sent headquarters-based subject matter experts 
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to provide technical support when disasters struck American Samoa, Iowa, Louisiana, and Texas. 
However, FEMA has only limited headquarters and regional staff to fully execute an expert- 
based disaster housing mission for every disaster. Typically, states do not have disaster housing 
experts. FEMA officials told DHS-OIG that additional federal funding is needed to develop the 
federal and state disaster housing expertise. 

Also, the Housing Strategy states that when it is necessary to build temporary group housing 
sites, state and local government are responsible for identifying public land that is suitable for a 
group site or, when publicly owned land is unavailable, for identifying other sites for FEMA to 
lease. In this case, FEMA emphasizes the role of state and local governments in providing 
shelter for their residents. Given the current budget climate, some state and local governments 
may not fulfill these responsibilities; FEMA will need to encourage the state and local role in 
developing and implementing housing solutions. 

DISASTER WORKFORCE (Modest Progress) 

The need for a trained, effective disaster workforce is one issue mentioned consistently in reports 
regarding FEMA’s response to Hurricane Katrina. FEMA’s disaster workforce consists mainly 
of reservists who serve temporarily during a disaster. The shortage of qualified staff for key 
positions responding to Hurricane Katrina negatively impacted the effectiveness of FEMA’s 
response and recovery operation. DHS-OIG reviewed two critical areas identified as weaknesses 
after Hurricane Katrina to assess FEMA’s efforts to: 

• Adopt a Strategic Human Capital Plan; and 

• Manage the disaster workforce and integrate workforce management tracking systems. 

In May 2008, FEMA published the “Strategic Human Capital Plan 2008-2012,” which 
established FEMA’s plans for staffing standards, a restructured workforce composition, new core 
competencies, and professional development. This is FEMA’s first official plan for managing, 
strengthening, and building a forward-leaning workforce. The strategic plan includes five key 
strategic initiatives aimed at recruiting and maintaining a strong, competent, and credible 
workforce: 

• Understanding the composition and character of the workforce; 

• Rightsizing the agency; 

• Building core competencies; 

• Training and professionally developing the workforce; and 

• Building the culture of the new FEMA. 

DHS-OIG 2008 report stated that FEMA completed an assessment of its legacy Disaster 
Assistance Employee program and published the report FEMA: A New Disaster Reserve 
Workforce Model. The report included 25 recommendations, and FEMA management identified 
9 recommendations that would produce the greatest positive near-term effects. The remaining 16 
recommendations would be incorporated as a result of completing the first 9 or implemented 
over a longer period. 
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In September 2008, Disaster Reserve Workforce Division staff established an ad hoc working 
group with counterparts in the Transportation Security Administration and the U.S. Citizenship 
and Immigration Services to develop a concept of operations for the Surge Capacity Force 
described in section 624 of the Post-Katrina Act. The first draft of the concept of operations was 
completed in December 2008. Senior FEMA and DHS management have not approved the draft 
plan. 

The study FEMA: A New Disaster Reserve Worltforce Model recommended that FEMA 
establish a director-level office to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of professional 
operations and address disaster reserve workforce challenges. In response to this 
recommendation, FEMA launched the Disaster Reserve Workforce Division (DRWD) in FY 
2008. A key aspect of DRWD’s mission is to assist in credentialing and deploying FEMA’s full- 
time workforce and Disaster Reserve Workforce. As of March 2009, the Disaster Reserve 
Workforce consists of 21 cadres located in all 10 FEMA regions and at FEMA headquarters. 
FEMA has 7,995 registered disaster reservists, of whom 1,322 are immediately deployable. 

In June 2008, DRWD launched an agency-wide credentialing effort, which resulted in the 
creation of FEMA’s Credentialing Program. The program is responsible for the design and 
implementation of a plan to standardize the recruiting, training, and credentialing of FEMA’s 
Disaster Reserve Workforce. In April 2009, FEMA developed the Agency-Wide Disaster 
Workforce Credentialing Plan, which contains the required processes that all cadres must 
implement in order to ensure that FEMA applies a consistent and fair process to credential each 
cadre member. The Credentialing Program consists of 21 cadres. FEMA reported the following 
results: 


• Eleven cadres have a complete and approved Cadre-Specific Plan (CSP). Five of these 
eleven cadres have migrated to the existing credentialing framework; 

• Six cadres have a complete CSP that awaits approval; and 

• Four cadres have begun the initial planning in order to credential their disaster workers 
under the FEMA Qualification System. 

FEMA estimates that half of the Disaster Reserve Workforce will be credentialed by the second 
quarter of FY 2012 and all will be fully credentialed by FY 2013. Half of the full-time 
workforce will also be credentialed by FY 2013 and the rest by FY 2014. 

Even with the credentialing plans in place, training of newly hired disaster professionals 
continues to be a major challenge. FEMA’s Emergency Management Institute (EMI) has 
developed training courses consistent with the requirements in the credentialing plans but is still 
relying on the old model of training staff during deployment. FEMA attributes this to EMI’s 
training schedule, which is booked one year in advance. To further address training, FEMA is 
developing an orientation program and related materials to instruct newly hired disaster staff on 
standards of conduct, ethics, Equal Employment Opportunity, and other topics. FEMA expects 
to complete and disseminate the Disaster Assistance Employee orientation program by the end of 
FY 2010. 
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DRWD uses the Automated Deployment Database (ADD) to identify and maintain a record of 
the personnel deployed during disasters, with Web ADD serving as its online interface. 

However, the use of Web ADD was suspended because it did not adequately monitor employee 
deployment readiness, length of deployment, or location, limiting FEMA managers’ ability to 
supervise the Disaster Relief Workforce. The inability to manage deployment information 
hinders the ability of FEMA staff to manage deployment and disaster activities. 

Training courses consistent with the Credentialing Program will not be offered until FY 2011, 
and the new-hire orientation program is still under development. Deployed staff will have to rely 
on field training until EMI offers the new training courses. 

MISSION ASSIGNMENTS (Modest Progress) 

FEMA is responsible for coordinating the urgent, short-term emergency deployment of federal 
resources to address threats and for stewardship of the associated expenditures from the Disaster 
Relief Fund. FEMA uses mission assignments (MAs) to request disaster response support from 
other federal agencies. 

In DHS-OIG’s 2008 report, of all the preparedness areas reviewed, this area needed the most 
improvement. At that time, FEMA had initiated an ambitious project to reengineer the 
processes, relationships, and resources involved in managing MAs. An intra/interagency 
Mission Assignment Working Group (MAWG) was formed to review MA processes and 
procedures and develop recommendations for the management of MAs. This group developed 
processes, policies, and procedures that have increased FEMA’s MA effectiveness, 

DHS-OIG reviewed three critical components to assess FEMA’s efforts to; 

• Improve guidance for mission assignments (i.e., regulations, policies, and operating 
procedures); 

• Improve staffing and training; and 

• Enhance management of mission assignments. 

FEMA has developed an intranet website for MAs that provides documents and guidance 
necessary to execute MAs during an emergency. It includes various reference materials, such as 
policies and procedures, MA authorities, and forms needed to execute MAs. 

The “Pre-Scripted Mission Assignment Catalogue” contains 237 pre-scripted MAs. An 
additional 64 are under development. Pre-scripted MAs provide standard “statements of work” 
and cost estimates developed before an actual emergency or disaster and are used to quickly 
execute MAs with other federal agencies. The pre-scripted MAs cover capabilities that are 
outside an agency’s regular or emergency authority, and involve known or frequently used 
resources. 

Not all MAs have pre-scripted language, as each disaster has unique requirements. FEMA 
developed a standard operating procedures manual for MAs that outlines policies, procedures. 
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and processes used to collaborate with other federal agencies and organizations when responding 
to disasters. This manual is under revision; the previous version was never issued as final. 

In FEMA’s latest reorganization, MAs were assigned to the Facilities, Assets, and Contracts 
Management Branch in the Response Directorate. This Branch not only develops and manages 
pre-scripted MAs, but also is responsible for the Response Directorate’s contract oversight, space 
and office move management, and equipment and supplies purchase management. While FEMA 
has increased its MA staffing in the past few years, it relies heavily on contractors to supplement 
staff during periods of high activity. 

FEMA has developed employee task books for three MA positions (MA Manager, MA 
Specialist, and MA Action Tracker). These task books are posted on FEMA’s NRF site, 

FEMA’s training institute offers several courses that are designed for FEMA MA workers and 
for federal partners often tasked through MAs. However, due to budget constraints, recent 
course offerings have been cancelled. 

Previous reviews have recommended that FEMA establish and invest in MAs as a program area 
rather than a collateral functional process or duty that comes into play only during an incident 
response. The development of an MA program office, with a dedicated full-time staff and 
management team, established budget, and officially delegated authorities and responsibilities, 
would substantially improve all aspects of the MA process. 

Managing and accounting for MA resources is crucial to managing the federal response to an 
incident. FEMA has established MA guidance but still faces challenges in its IT systems. 

FEMA has developed but not implemented an electronic action request form. MA officials say 
they are having difficulties finding funding for updating any systems useful in tracking MAs. 
FEMA currently uses the Enterprise Coordination and Approvals Processing System (eCAPS). 
Because of the proprietary nature of information presented in eCAPS, FEMA’s partners do not 
have access to this system. Once funding is made available, MA officials hope to move to a 
system that will allow more flexibility, while securing data. Additionally, other offices with 
disaster response functions use their own information systems, which do not interface with those 
used in MA and other offices. MA officials say the need for an integrated IT system hampers 
their progress in developing into a truly effective enterprise. 

FEMA management support will be required to implement the MAWG’s processes, policies, and 
procedures. A significant investment of personnel, training, time, and budget resources will be 
required to begin the reengineering efforts. Most importantly, MA needs to have reliable IT 
systems that are integrated with its federal partners’ systems, so that information is efficiently 
and effectively shared. After the revised infrastructure has been put into place, an MA program 
office will need resources to sustain the effort 

ACQUISITION MANAGEMENT (Moderate Progress) 

FEMA’s acquisition function was heavily tasked in responding to hurricanes Katrina and Rita 
and suffered from several shortcomings. These shortcomings included a need for predisaster 
contracts, untrained staff, and insufficient planning for postaward monitoring and oversight. In 
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recent years, FEMA management has focused on developing the acquisition function to a level 
that can respond effectively and efficiently to another catastrophic disaster. To assess FEMA’s 
progress in this area, DHS-OIG reviewed three critical components: 

• Have predisaster contracts in place; 

• Recruit, train, and retain sufficient acquisition staff; and 

• Provide for postaward oversight. 

Awarding contracts before a disaster gives FEMA time to run a full and open competition in 
order to ensure the best value to the government. Without predisaster contracts in place, FEMA 
is forced to award contracts on a noncompetitive basis or to less qualified vendors in order to 
support a prompt response. FEMA’s Office of the Chief Procurement Officer (OCPO) has 
developed a series of contracts for each of the FEMA directorates needing specific contract 
support during a disaster. 

OCPO officials stress the importance of the quality, rather than quantity, of predisaster contracts. 
Lessons learned from major disasters guide decisions on which contracts are no longer needed 
and the best sources for goods and services. For example, FEMA strives to avoid competing 
with cities and states for resources that are available via existing contracts, or for assets that are 
part of a limited pool, such as ambulances and buses. 

OCPO has also created an Acquisition Program and Planning Division, which functions as the 
primary link between acquisitions and the program areas that generate requirements, to assist 
with predisaster contracts. This has proven successful, as the program areas now have dedicated 
contracting support. OCPO needs to issue forma! guidance requiring FCOs, contracting officers, 
and purchase cardholders to use the predisaster contracts when acquiring goods and services. 

Currently, OCPO has 214 positions authorized, 137 of which are filled. Finding qualified 
candidates and filling open positions continues to be a challenge throughout the government. 
While FEMA and other agencies needing acquisition staff in the GS-1 102 job series have 
received direct hire authorization, all are recruiting from the same pool of candidates for both 
trainee and experienced staffs. The acquisition staffing shortages have led some agencies to 
offer higher pay for journey-level staff This has caused accelerated turnover as staff change 
agencies for promotions. DHS has implemented an intern program in acquisitions to increase 
OS-1 102 staff FEMA has benefited from this program but still needs additional contracting 
personnel. 

Because of competition among agencies that post their openings on usajobs.gov, OCPO is 
considering using monster.com for posting acquisition openings, especially for regional 
positions. A problematic software system that caused delays in hiring has been discontinued, 
and a few new hires are on board and others are expected to be working soon. 

Contracting responsibilities do not end with the issuance of an award. In fact, one of the most 
important aspects of the job, contract monitoring and oversight, begins after the award has been 
made. A lack of postaward oversight has been a continuing problem for FEMA. 
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OCPO’s Acquisition Policy and Legislation Division has issued directives and standard 
operating procedures to provide additional guidance to staff on contract maintenance and 
monitoring. Policies exist that detail the contents of contract files, outline the process for 
transferring contract files from one contracting officer to another, and call for internal reviews of 
contract files. 

In September 2009, the FEMA Administrator signed a management directive establishing a 
COTR Tiered Certification Program, which has resulted in better contractor performance and 
increased value for taxpayers. The number of trained COTRs has increased from 700 to 1,450 
since DHS-OIG’s last report. 

A topic FEMA highlighted in 2008 was the upcoming transition to PRISM as the system of 
record for contract management. FEMA officials said many existing contracting documentation 
problems would be corrected once FEMA adopted PRISM as its system of record for contract 
management. At that time, FEMA was using ProTrac. The PRISM transition did not occur 
because of a contract protest outside of FEMA’s control. Until PRISM can be installed, FEMA 
continues to use an upgraded version of ProTrac. This version provides FEMA with additional 
tools to improve contract management, but despite improvement to the available IT systems, 
FEMA still experiences contract management issues. 

While FEMA has made progress in a number of areas and has improved its acquisition 
management function, many concerns remain. FEMA said many more predisaster contracts are 
in place. However, some Joint Field Office officials and contracting personnel still contract 
separately for the same goods rather than using the established contracts. 

OCPO officials acknowledged that hiring continues to be a major concern. The vacancy rate is 
almost 36%, although the rate is unusually high because of recently authorized positions and past 
problems with a software program. Even though OCPO has hired a number of contracting 
employees, a FEMA official said new contracting personnel often have less than three years’ 
experience. It is critical that FEMA have an effective training regimen for these new employees. 

MITIGATION (Moderate Progress) 

FEMA’s Mitigation Directorate manages a range of programs designed to reduce future losses to 
homes, businesses, schools, public buildings, and critical facilities from natural disasters. It also 
provides building design guidance for mitigating multihazard events and promotes state and local 
multihazard mitigation planning. 

To assess FEMA’s progress in this area, DHS-OIG reviewed the following critical components: 

• Develop an integrated National Hazard Mitigation Strategy; 

• Improve local hazard mitigation planning process; and 

• Improve hazard mitigation operations and outcomes. 

DHS-OIG’s October 2009 report stated that a coordinated risk-based, all-hazards mitigation 
strategy mandated by the Post-Katrina Act had yet to be developed. DHS-OIG recommended 
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that FEMA use the established network of mitigation partners along with enhanced collaboration 
with DHS components, other federal agencies, and private sector stakeholders to develop and 
implement a risk-based, all-hazards mitigation strategy. FEMA is striving to accomplish this by 
working through the White House sponsored Long-Term Disaster Recovery Working Group to 
address pre- and post-disaster all-hazards mitigation. 

FEMA has effectively promoted mitigation planning, and as of March 2009, 50 states, 6 
territories, 33 tribal governments, and 18,000 local jurisdictions had approved local mitigation 
plans, covering approximately 77% of the Nation’s population. 

The challenge going forward is to improve the quality and impact of this mitigation planning 
enterprise and, ultimately, to reduce disaster losses and expenditures below what they would 
have been otherwise. The long-term nature of most mitigation planning makes it hard to 
measure effectiveness, and FEMA is working with DHS Centers of Excellence and independent 
researchers to develop better measurement frameworks and tools. 

State and local hazard mitigation officials continue to report large gaps in the capacity and will 
of communities to plan and implement mitigation strategies. One consequence of the lack of 
local capacity is a costly reliance on external consultants to develop and write hazard mitigation 
plans. Further, the intent of local planning is to engage local stakeholders in the planning 
process, because they are in the best position to identify and address local risks and 
vulnerabilities. 

FEMA faces a number of challenges in its efforts to improve hazard mitigation operations and 
outcomes. The most important challenge is the scope and complexity of the mitigation 
landscape — literally thousands of entities and individuals must work together in a loosely 
coordinated effort to achieve nationally significant results. A second major challenge is that 
FEMA is limited by statute to the promotion of effective mitigation and does not have the 
authority to compel property owners to mitigate floods or other hazards. This is true even when 
hazard mitigation appears desperately needed, as in the case of repetitively flooded properties 
that drain resources from the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). 

In the face of these systemic challenges, however, FEMA has achieved a number of mitigation 
successes, strengthening resilience in communities across the United States. Most important, the 
NFIP currently has more than 5.6 million policies in force, protecting property owners against 
building and contents damage from flooding. 

Although it has achieved significant successes in its 42-year history, the NFIP also faces a 
number of systemic challenges that pose financial and operational risks to FEMA and the 
American taxpayer. These challenges, which we, the GAO, and others have discussed in depth 
include: (1) extreme vulnerability to catastrophic disasters (post-Katrina claims payouts 
exceeded the total amount of all claims paid in the history of the NFIP from 1978 to 2004); and 
(2) a lack of consensus and funding among FEMA, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and levee 
districts regarding how and when to upgrade and accredit levees. 
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Opportunities for improvement are generally known to primary mitigation stakeholders at the 
federal, state, and community levels, but will require focused, systematic effort to achieve. The 
key for FEMA will be to integrate these diverse stakeholders into the effort, and to coordinate 
and access the full range of mitigation resources. There are a number of opportunities for 
improvement, including the following: 

• Continue working with the Long-Term Disaster Recovery Working Group, the National 
Emergency Management Association, and other stakeholders to develop an integrated 
national hazard mitigation strategy. 

• Continue standing up the NFIP Reform Working Group to involve multiple stakeholders 
in shaping the future NFIP. 


CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

FEMA is under increasing pressure to provide more assistance to state, local, and tribal 
governments whose diminishing resources in tough economic times are quickly overwhelmed by 
large and catastrophic disasters. It is more important than ever that FEMA be prepared to assist 
state, local, and tribal first responders. 

FEMA has made progress in all of the areas DHS-OIG reviewed, although in some areas this 
progress has been modest. In a number of other preparedness areas, FEMA identified corrective 
actions, but implementation has not yet begun. FEMA would benefit from increased oversight of 
key preparedness areas to ensure that implementation of initiatives is sustained. 

The following concerns are common to DHS-OIG review of the critical components: 

• The need for more effective coordination with state, local, and tribal governments; 

• The need for IT systems that are updated and integrated agency-wide; 

• Too few experienced staff to handle the increasing workload; and 

• Funding that is not adequate to maintain initiatives; meet the costs of disasters; and 
recruit, train, and retain staff 

FEMA is an agency that is in a constant state of flux. With so much change, it is often difficult 
for staff to determine the agency’s current priorities. Plans, initiatives, draft guidance, and 
working groups often, understandably, take a back seat to disaster response and recovery, and 
momentum toward finalization and implementation of key initiatives is slowed or lost. In light 
of FEMA’s increased involvement in routine disasters, coupled with the recent economic 
downturn, which has resulted in some state and local governments reducing their emergency 
management funding, DHS-OIG remains concerned about whether FEMA has sufficient staff 
focused on planning and preparedness efforts. 

DHS-OIG and the GAO have made many recommendations in its audits of FEMA operations 
that involve the key preparedness areas mentioned in this report. Many of these 
recommendations remain open. DHS-OIG will continue to work with FEMA to ensure that 
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corrective action plans are developed and that progress is made in ftilly implementing report 
recommendations. 

DHS-OIG’s 2008 report, FEMA 's Preparedness for the Next Catastrophic Disaster, made 
recommendations that touched on most of the critical areas discussed above, DHS-OIO 
recommended: (1) improving the agency’s overall awareness of its readiness for a catastrophic 
disaster; (2) developing and sustaining systems to track the progress of major programs, 
initiatives, and other activities; and (3) regularly sharing reports on the status of such activities 
with key stakeholders. DHS-OIG reiterates the recommendations, which remain open, and will 
continue to work with FEMA to ensure that progress is made toward better preparedness for the 
next catastrophic disaster. 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared remarks. I would be happy to answer any questions 
you or the Committee members may have. 
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee: 

I appreciate the opportunity to participate in today’s hearing and to 
discuss the efforts of the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA) — a component of the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) — 
to measure and assess national capabilities to respond to a major disaster. 
According to the Congressional Research Service, from fiscal years 2002 
through 2010, Congress appropriated over $34 billion for homeland 
security preparedness grant programs to enhance the capabilities of state, 
territory, local, and tribal governments to prevent, protect against, respond 
to, and recover from terrorist attacks and other disasters. Congress 
enacted the Post-Katrina Emergency Management Reform Act of 2006 
(Post-Katrina Act) to address shortcomings in the preparation for and 
response to Hurricane Katrina that, among other things, gave FEMA 
responsibility for leading the nation in developing a national preparedness 
sj^tem. ‘ The Post-Katrina Act requires that FEMA develop a national 
preparedness system and assess preparedness capabilities — capabilities 
needed to respond effectively to disasters — to determine the nation’s 
preparedness capability levels and the resources needed to achieve 
desired levels of capability. Figure 1 provides an illustration of how 
federal, state, and local resources provide capabilities for different levels 
of “incident effect” (i.e., the extent of damage caused by a natural or 
manmade disaster). FEMA’s National Preparedness Directorate within its 
Protection and National Preparedness organization is responsible for 
developing and implementing a system for measuring and assessing 
national preparedness capabilities. 


' The Post-Katrina Act was enacted as TitJe VI of the Department of Homeland Security 
Appropriations Act, 2007, Pub, L. No. 109-295, 120 Stat. 1355 (2006). The provisions of the 
Post-Katrina Act are codified in numerous sections of the U.S. Code. The applicable U.S. 
Code citations are included in this statement. The provisions of the Post-Katrina Act 
became effective upon enactment, October 4, 2006, with the exception of certain 
organizational changes related to FEIMA, most of which look effect on March 31, 2007. 
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Figure 1 : Conceptual Illustration for Assessing Capability Requirements and 
Identifying Capability Gaps for National Preparedness 
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The need to define measurable national preparedness capabilities is a 
well-established and recognized issue. For example, in December 2003, the 
Advisory Panel to Assess Domestic Response Capabilities noted that 
preparedness (for combating terrorism) requires measurable 
demonstrated capacity by communities, states, and private sector entities 
throughout the United States to respond to threats with well-planned, well- 
coordinated, and effective efforts. This is consistent with our April 2002 
testimony on national prep^edness, in which we identified the need for 
goals and performance indicators to guide the nation’s preparedness 
efforts and help to objectively assess the results of federal investments.^ 
We reported that FEMA had not yet defined the outcomes of where the 
nation should be in terms of domestic preparedness. Thus, identifying 
measurable performance indicators could help FEMA 

• track progress toward established goals, 

• provide policy makers with the information they need to make rational 
resource allocations, and 


^ GAO, National Preparedness: Integration of Federal, Stale, Local, and Private Sector 
Efforts Is Critical to an Effective National Strategy for Homeland Security (GAO-02-621T 
Apr. 11,2002). 
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• provide program managers with the data needed to effect continual 
improvements, measure progress, and to enforce accountability. 

In September 2007, DHS issued the National Preparedness Guidelines that 
describe a national framework for capabilities-based preparedness as a 
systematic effort that includes sequential steps to first determine 
capability requirements and then assess current capability levels. 
According to the Guidelines, the results of this analysis provide a basis to 
identify, analyze, and choose options to address capability gaps and 
deficiencies, allocate funds, and assess and report the results. This 
proposed framework reflects critical practices we have identified for 
government performance and results.^ (See appendix 1 for an illustration 
of the Guidelines and critical practices.) 

My remarks today are based on our prior work issued from July 2005 
through October 2010 on DHS’s and FEMA’s efforts to develop and 
implement a national framework for assessing preparedness capabilities at 
the federal, state, and local levels, as well as DHS’s and FEMA’s efforts to 
develop and use metrics to define capability levels, identify capability 
gaps, and prioritize national preparedness investments to fill the most 
critical capability gaps.^ As requested, my testimony today focuses on the 
extent to which DHS and FEMA have made progress in measuring national 
preparedness by assessing capabilities and addressing related challenges. 
To conduct our work, we analyzed documentation, such as FEMA's 
National Preparedness Guidelines and Target Capabilities List — a list of 37 
capabilities that federal, state, aiid local stakeholders need to possess to 
respond to natural or manmade disasters — and interviewed relevant DHS, 
FEMA, state, and local officials. We conducted this work in accordance 
with generally accepted government auditing standards. More detailed 
information on our scope and methodology appears in our published 
work. 


* GAO, Executive Guide: Effectively Implementing the Government Performance and 
Results Act, GGD-96-1 18, (Washington, D.C.: June 1, 1996), 

* GAO, Homeland Security: DHS' Efforts to Enhance First Responders ' All-Hazards 
Capabilities Continue to Ehiolve, CtAO-05-<iri2 (Washington D.C.: July 11, 2005); 
Catastrophic Disasters: Enhanced Leadership, Capabilities, and Accountability Controls 
Will Improve the Ejjectiveness of the Nation's Preparedness, Response, and Recovery 
System, (lAO-9(>-618 (Washington D.C.: Sept. 6, 2006); GAO, National I^eparedness: 

FEMA Has Made Proyress, but Needs to Complete and Integrate Planning, Exercise, and 
Assessment Efforts, GAO-Oy-369 (Washington, D.C.: Apr. 30, 2009); and GAO, FEMA Has 
Made Limited Progress in Events to Develop and Implement a System, to Assess National 
Preparedness Capability, G.AO-lI-olR (Washington, D.C.: Oct. 29, 2010). 
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In summary, DHS and FEMA have implemented a number of efforts with 
the goal of measuring preparedness by assessing capabilities and 
addressing related challenges, but success has been limited. DHS first 
developed plans to measure preparedness by assessing capabilities, but 
did not fully implement those plans. FEMA then issued the target 
capabilities list in September 2007 but has made limited progress in 
developing preparedness measures and addressing long-standing 
challenges in assessing capabilities, such as determining how to aggregate 
data from federal, state, local, and tribal governments. At the time of our 
review of FEMA’s efforts In 2008 and in 2009, FEMA was in the process of 
refining the target capabilities to make them more measurable and to 
provide state and local jurisdictions with additional guidance on the levels 
of capability they need. We recommended in our April 2009 report that 
FEMA enhance its project management plan with, among other things, 
milestones to help it implement its capability assessment efforts; FEMA 
agreed with our recommendation. We reported in October 2010 that FEMA 
had enhanced its plan with milestones in response to our prior 
recommendation and that officials said they had an ongoing effort to 
develop measures for target capabilities — as planning guidance to assist in 
state and local assessments — rather than as requirements for measuring 
preparedness by assessing capabilities; FEMA officials had not yet 
determined how they plan to revise the list. 
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FEMA Has Made 
Limited Progress in 
Measuring 
Preparedness by 
Assessing Capabilities 
and Addressing Long- 
Standing Challenges 


DHS Developed Plans for 
Assessing Capabilities, but 
Did Not Fully Implement 
Them 


In July 2005, we reported that DHS had established a draft Target 
Capabilities List that provides guidance on the specific capabilities and 
levels of capability that FEMA would expect federal, state, local, and tribal 
first responders to develop and maintain. We reported that DHS defined 
these capabUitics generically and expressed them in terms of desired 
operational outcomes and essential characteristics, rather than dictating 
specific, quantifiable responsibilities to the various jurisdictions. DHS 
planned to organize classes of jurisdictions that share similar 
characteristics — such as total population, population density, and critical 
infrastructure — into tiers to account for reasonable differences in 
capability levels among groups of jurisdictions and to appropriately 
apportion responsibility for development and maintenance of capabilities 
among levels of government and across these jurisdictional tiers. 
According to DHS’s Assessment and Reporting Implementation Plan, DHS 
intended to implement a capability assessment and reporting system based 
on target capabilities that would allow first responders to assess their 
preparedness to identify gaps, excesses, or deficiencies in their existing 
capabilities or capabilities they will be expected to access through mutual 
aid. In addition, this information could be used 


• to measure the readiness of federal civil response assets and the use of 
federal assistance at the state and local level and 

• to provide a means of assessing how federal assistance programs are 
supporting national preparedness. 

In implementing this plan, DHS intended to collect preparedness data on 
the capabilities of the federal government, states, local jurisdictions, and 
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the private sector to provide information about the baseline status of 
national preparedness.® 

DHS’s efforts to implement these plans were internipted by the 2005 
hurricane season. In August 2005, Hurricane Katrina — the worst natural 
disaster in our nation’s history — made final landfall in coastal Louisiana 
and Missi^ppi, and its destructive force extended to the western Alabama 
coast Hurricane Katrina and the following Hurricanes Rita and Wilma — 
also among the most powerful hurricanes in the nation’s history — 
graphically illustrated the limitations at that time of the nation’s readiness 
and ability to respond effectively to a catastrophic disaster, that is, a 
disaster whose effects almost immediately overwhelm the response 
capacities of affected state and local first responders and require outside 
action and support from the federal government and other entities. In June 
2006, DHS concluded that target capabilities and associated performance 
measures should serve as the common reference system for preparedness 
planning. 

In September 2006, w'e reported that numerous reports and our work 
suggest that the substantial resources and capabilities marshaled by 
federal, state, and local governments and nongovernmental organizations 
were insufficient to meet the immediate challenges posed by the 
unprecedented degree of damage and the resulting number of hurricane 
victims caused by Hurricanes Katrina and Rita. We also reported that 
developing the capabibties needed for catastrophic disasters should be 
part of an overall national preparedness effort that is designed to integrate 
and define what needs to be done, where, based on what standards, how it 
should be done, and how well it should be done. In October 2006, 

Congress passed the Post-Katrina Act that required FEMA, in developing 
guidelines to define target capabilities, ensure that such guidelines are 
specific, flexible, and measurable. In addition, the Post-Katrina Act calls 
for FEMA to ensure that each component of the r\ational preparedness 
system, which includes the target capabilities, is developed, revised, and 
updated with clear and quantifiable performance metrics, measures, and 
outcomes.® We recommended, among other things, that DHS apply an all- 
hazards, risk management approach in deciding whether and how to invest 
in specific capabilities for a catastrophic disaster; DHS concurred, and 


® DHS intended to use federal regulatory agencies and other appropriate sources lo collect 
private-sector data. 

® 6 U.S.C. §§ 744(b)(1), 746(c), 749(b). 
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FEMA said it planned to use the Target Capabilities List to assess 
capabilities to address all hazards. 


FEMA Issued the Target 
Capabilities List in 
September 2007 but Has 
Made Limited Progress in 
Developing Preparedness 
Measures and Addressing 
Long-standing Challenges 
in Assessing Capabilities 


In September 2007, FEMA issued the Target Capabilities List to provide a 
common perepective to conduct assessments to determine levels of 
readiness to perform critical tasks and to identify and address any gaps or 
deficiencies. According to FEMA, policymakers need regular reports on 
the status of capabilities for which they have responsibility to help them 
make better resource and investment decisions and to establish priorities. 
Further, FEMA officials said that emergency managers and planners 
require assessment information 

• to help them address deficiencies; 

• to identify alternative sources of capabilities (e.g., from mutual aid or 
contracts with the private sector); and 

• to identify which capabilities should be tested through exercises. 

Also, FEMA said that agencies or organizations that are expected to 
supplement or provide capabilities during an incident need assessment 
information to set priorities, make investment decisions, and position 
capabilities or resources, if needed. 


In April 2009, we reported that establishing quantifiable metrics for target 
capabilities was a prerequisite to developing assessment data that can be 
compared across all levels of government. At the time of our review, 
FEMA was in the process of refining the target capabilities to make them 
more measurable and to provide state and local jurisdictions with 
additional guidance on the levels of capability they need. Specifically, 
FEMA planned to develop quantifiable metrics — or performance 
objectives — for each of the 37 target capabilities that are to outline 
specific capability targets that jurisdictions (such as cities) of varying size 
should strive to meet, being cognizant of the fact that there is not a “one 
size fits all” approach to preparedness. However, FEMA has not yet 
completed these quantifiable metrics for its 37 target capabilities, and it is 
unclear when it plans to do so. 


In October 2009, in responding to congressional questions regarding 
FEMA’s plan and timeline for reviewing and revising the 37 target 
capabilities, FEMA officials said they planned to conduct extensive 
coordination through stakeholder workshops in all 10 FEMA regions and 
with all federal agencies with lead and supporting responsibility for 
emergency support-function activities associated with each of the 37 
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target capabilities. The workshops were intended to define the risk 
factors, critical target outcomes, and resource elements for each 
capability. Tbe response stated that FEMA planned to create a Task Force 
comprised of federal, state, local, and tribal stakeholders to examine all 
aspects of preparedness grants, including benchmarking efforts such as 
the Target Capabilities List. FEMA officials have described their goals for 
updating the list to include establishing measurable target outcomes, 
providing an objective means to justify investments and priorities, and 
promoting mutual aid and resource sharing. In November 2009, FEMA 
issued a Target Capabilities List Implementation Guide that described the 
function of the list as a planning tool and not a set of standards or 
requirements. 

We reported in July 2005 that DHS had identified potential challenges in 
gathering the information needed to assess capabilities, including 
determining how to aggregate data from federal, state, local, and tribal 
governments and others and integrating self-assessment and external 
assessment approaches. In reviewing FEMA’s efforts to assess capabilities, 
we further reported in April 2009 that FEMA faced methodologic^ 
challenges with regard to (1) differences in data available, (2) variations in 
reporting structures across states, and (3) variations in the level of detail 
within data sources requiring subjective interpretation. We recommended 
that FEMA enhance its project management plan to include milestone 
dates, among other things, a recommendation to which DHS concurred. In 
October 2010, we reported that FEMA had enhanced its project 
management plan. 

Nonetheless, the challenges we reported in July 2005 and April 2009 faced 
by DHS and FEMA, respectively, in their efforts to measure preparedness 
and establish a system of metrics to assess national capabilities have 
proved to be difficult for them to overcome. We reported that in October 
2010, in general, FEMA officials said that evaluation efforts they used to 
collect data on national preparedness capabilities were useful for their 
respective purposes, but that the data collected were limited by data 
reliability and measurement issues related to the lack of standardization in 
the collection of data. 

For example, FEMA’s Deputy Director for Preparedness testified in 
October 2009 that the “Cost-to-Capabilities” (C2C) initiative developed by 
FEMA’s Grant Programs Directorate (at that time already underway for 18 
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months) had a goal as a multiyear effort to manage homeland security 
grant programs and prioritize capability-based investments. ’ We reported 
in October 2010, that as a result of FEMA's difficulties in establishing 
metrics to measurc enhancements in preparedness capabilities, officials 
discontinued the C2C program. Similarly, FEMA’s nationwide, multiyear 
Gap Analysis Program implementation, proposed in March 2009, was “to 
provide emergency management agencies at all levels of government with 
greater situational awareness of response resources and capabilities.” 
However, as we reported in October 2010, FEMA noted that states did not 
always have the resources or ability to provide accurate capability 
information into its Gap Analysis Program response models and 
simulation; thus, FEMA had discontinued the program. 

FEMA officials reported that one of its evaluation efforts, the State 
Preparedness Report, has enabled FEMA to gather data on the progress, 
capabilities, and accomplishments of a state’s, the District of Columbia’s, 
or a territory's preparedness program, but that these reports included self- 
reported data that may be subject to interpretation by the reporting 
organizations in each state and not be readily comparable to other states’ 
data. The officials also stated that they have taken steps to address these 
limitations by, for example, creating a Web-based survey tool to provide a 
more standardized way of collecting state preparedness information that 
will help FEMA officials validate the information by comparing it across 
states. 

We reported in October 2010 that FEMA officials said they had an ongoing 
effort to develop measures for target capabilities — as planning guidance to 
assist in state and local assessments — rather than as requirements for 
measuring preparedness by assessing capabilities; FEMA officials had not 
yet determined how they plan to revise the list and said they are awaiting 
the completed revision of Homeland Security Presidential Directive 8, 
which is to address national preparedness. As a result, FEMA has not yet 
developed national preparedness capability requirements based on 
established metrics to provide a framework for national preparedness 
assessments. Until such a framework is in place, FEMA will not have a 


’’ Statement Of The Honorable Tiraottiy W, Manning Deputy Administrator, National 
Preparedness Federal Emergency Management Agency U.S. Department Of Homeland 
Security Before the House Committee On Homeland Security Subcommittee On 
EJmergency Communications. Preparedness And Response “Preparedness: What Has $29 
Billion In Homeland Security Grants Bought And How Do We Know?" U.S. House Of 
Representatives Washington, D.C., October 27, 2009. 
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basis to operationalize and implement its conceptuEil approach for 
assessing federal, slate, and local preparedness capabilities against 
capability requirements to identify capability gaps for prioritizing 
investments in n^onal preparedness. 


Mr. Chairman, this completes my prepared statement. I would be pleased 
to respond to any questions that your or other Members of the Committee 
may have at this time. 
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Appendix I: National Preparedness 
Guidelines and Critical Practices for 
Performance Measurement 


This appendix presents additional information on the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency’s National Preparedness Guidelines as well as key 
steps and critical practices for measuring performance and results. 


Figure 2: National Preparedness Guidelines Describe Steps for Assessing 
Capabilities 



Source DHS.Nauor*^ Preparedness Gutdehoes. September 2007 
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Preface 

The Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Office of Inspector General (OIG) was 
established by the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (Public Law 107-296) by amendment 
to the Inspector General Act of 1978. This is one of a series of audit, inspection, and 
special reports prepared as part of our oversight responsibilities to promote economy, 
efficiency, and effectiveness within the department. 

This report presents the results of our assessment of FEMA’s preparedness for the next 
catastrophic disaster. It is based on interviews with employees and officials, direct 
observations, and a review of applicable documents. 

The recommendations herein have been developed to the best knowledge available to our 
office, and have been discussed in draft with those responsible for implementation. We 
trust this report will result in more effective, efficient, and economical operations. We 
express our appreciation to all of those who contributed to the preparation of this report. 

Richard L. Skinner 
Inspector General 




14:42 Jan 30, 2012 Jkt067118 PO 00000 FrmOOIOS Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6601 P:\DOCS\67118.TXT SAFFAIRS PsN: PAT 



105 


Table of Contents/Abbreviations 

Executive Summary 1 

Background 4 

Results of Review 8 

Overall Planning 9 

Coordination and Support 15 

Emergency Communications 19 

Logistics 24 

Evacuations 28 

Housing 32 

Disaster Workforce 37 

Mission Assignments 42 

Acquisition Management 46 

Mitigation 50 

Conclusion and Recommendations 55 

Management Comments and OIG Analysis 56 

Appendices 

Appendix A: Purpose, Scope, and Methodology 58 

Appendix B; Management Comments to the Draft Report 60 

Appendix C: Selected Reports 71 

Appendix D: Major Contributors to this Report 76 

Appendix E: Report Distribution 77 


VerDate Nov 24 2008 14:42 Jan 30, 2012 Jkt067118 PO 00000 FrmOOlOO Fmt6601 Sfmt6601 P:\DOCS\67118.TXT SAFFAIRS PsN: PAT 



106 


VerDate Nov 24 2008 


Table of Contents/Abbreviations 


Abbreviations 


ADD 

Automated Deployment Database 
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Contracting Officer’s Technical Representative 
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DMSWG 
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OIG 

Department of Homeland Security 

Office of Inspector General 

Executive Summary 

In March 2008, we issued a report in response to a request from the House 
Committee on Oversight and Government Reform to perform a high-level 
assessment of the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s 
preparedness to handle a future disaster. We reported that the agency had 
made progress in all of the key preparedness areas we reviewed, although 
in some areas the progress was modest or limited. 

The primary objective of this assessment was to determine the progress 
the Federal Emergency Management Agency has made in the key 
preparedness areas. We reviewed pertinent reports, including those of our 
office and the Government Accountability Office, as well as congressional 
testimony. We interviewed agency officials and evaluated documents 
provided by them. Within each of the ten key preparedness areas, we 
collaborated with agency officials to confirm that the critical components 
identified in 2008 were still relevant or to update the critical components. 
We assessed the agency’s progress in each of the areas against a four- 
tiered scale: substantial progress, moderate progress, modest progress, 
and limited or no progress. 

Given the scope and limitations of our review, we did not perform an in- 
depth assessment of each of the ten key preparedness areas. We used the 
critical components within each area, as well as our broader knowledge of 
the key preparedness areas, to gauge the agency’s overall progress. In 
response to our draft report, the agency provided information on specific 
activities underway. While we incorporated this information where 
appropriate, our assessment remains a high-level assessment. We 
recognize the importance of the many agency programs in various stages 
of development and implementation, and we will consider these programs 
as we plan future audits. 

Overall, the Federal Emergency Management Agency has made 
substantial progress in one of the ten key areas, moderate progress in 
seven areas, and modest progress in two areas (see figure 1). It would 
benefit from increased oversight of key preparedness areas to ensure that 
implementation of initiatives is sustained. 
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Concerns that are common to our review of the critical components 
include: (1) the need for more effective coordination with state, local, and 
tribal governments; (2) the need for information technology systems that 
are updated and integrated agency-wide; (3) too few experienced staff to 
handle the increasing workload; and (4) funding that is not adequate to 
maintain initiatives, meet the costs of disasters, and recruit, train, and 
retain staff. 

It should be noted that we and the Government Accountability Office have 
made many recommendations in our audits of agency operations that 
involve the key preparedness areas mentioned in this report. Many of 
these recommendations remain open. (See appendix C for a list of recent 
Office of Inspector General and Government Accountability Office 
reports.) We will continue to work with the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency to ensure that corrective action plans are submitted 
and that progress is made in fully implementing report recommendations. 
In addition, we plan to report the status of recommendations in our 
semiannual report. 

In our 2008 report, we made recommendations in most of the critical areas 
discussed above. We recommended: (I) improving the agency’s overall 
awareness of its readiness for a catastrophic disaster; (2) developing and 
sustaining systems to track the progress of major programs, initiatives, and 
other activities; and (3) regularly sharing reports on the status of such 
activities with key stakeholders. We reiterate those recommendations, 
which remain open, and will continue to work with the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency to ensure progress is made toward better 
preparedness for the next catastrophic disaster. 
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Figure 1. Scorecard for Select Federal Emergency Management Agency Preparedness 
Areas 


2008 2010 


Kev Preparedness Areas 

Progress 

Progress 

OVERALL PLANNING 

Moderate 

Moderate 

• Develop a strategy to guide the integration of prevention, response, and 

Moderate 

Modest 

recovery efforts 



• Complete assessments of capabilities and readiness at the national, state, and 

Modest 

Moderate 

local levels 



• Enhance community disaster preparedness 

Moderate 

Modest 

• Enhance catastrophic disaster preparedness at all levels 

Moderate 

Moderate 

COORDINATION AND SUPPORT 

Moderate 

Moderate 

• Implement the National Response Framework and specific operations plans 

Modest 

Modest 

• Clarify the roles, responsibilities, and authorities of the Principal Federal 

Moderate 

Substantial 

Official and Federal Coordinating Officer 



• Provide law enforcement access to FEMA records 

Substantial 

Substantial 

EMERGENCY COMMUNICATIONS {New critical components in 2010) 

Moderate 

Substantial 

• Coordinate communications support for state, local, and tribal responders 


Substantial 

during Stafford Act incidents 



• Manage the deployment and operation of communications assets 


Substantial 

• Manage emergency communications grants 


Moderate 

LOGISTICS (One new critical component in 2010) 

Moderate 

Moderate 

• Establish total asset visibility through the Logistics Supply Chain 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Management System 



• Establish a national supply chain strategy 


Moderate 

EVACUATIONS (New critical components in 2010) 

Modest 

Moderate 

• Augment state, tribal, and local emergency evacuation plans and operations 


Moderate 

• Establish the capability to implement a federally supported or federalized 


Moderate 

evacuation 



HOUSING 

Modest 

Moderate 

• Develop a National Disaster Housing Strategy 

Modest 

Moderate 

• Develop plans to purchase, track, and dispose of temporary housing units 

Modest 

Moderate 

• Strengthen state and local commitment to house affected citizens 

Modest 

Modest 

DISASTER WORKFORCE 

Modest 

Modest 

• Adopt a Strategic Human Capital Plan 

Moderate 

Moderate 

• Manage the disaster workforce and integrate workforce management tracking 

Modest 

Modest 

systems 



MISSION ASSIGNMENTS 

Limited 

Modest 

• Improve guidance for mission assignments (i.e.. regulations, policies, and 

Modest 

Moderate 

operating procedures) 



• Improve staffing and training 

Limited 

Modest 

• Enhance management of mission assignments 

Limited 

Limited 

ACQUISITION MANAGEMENT 

Moderate 

Moderate 

• Have predisasler contracts in place 

Moderate 

Substantial 

• Recruit, train, and retain sufficient acquisition staff 

Moderate 

Moderate 

• Provide for postaward oversight 

Modest 

Modest 

MITIGATION (New preparedness area in 2010) 


Moderate 

• Develop an integrated National Hazard Mitigation Strategy 


Modest 

• Improve local hazard mitigation planning process 


Moderate 

• Improve hazard mitigation operations and outcomes 


Moderate 
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Background 


In responding to natural or manmade emergency situations, current 
doctrine dictates that the government agencies and organizations most 
local to the situation act as first responders. When state and local 
governments become overwhelmed by the size or scope of the disaster, 
state officials may request assistance from the federal government, so 
federal agencies must always be prepared to provide support when needed. 
In 1979, President Carter issued an Executive Order that created the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and merged many of 
the separate disaster-related federal functions. Following the terrorist 
attacks of September 1 1 , 200 1 , the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (Public 
Law [P.L.] 107-296) (Homeland Security Act) realigned FEMA and made 
it part of the newly formed Department of Homeland Security (DHS). 

FEMA’s statutory authority comes from the Robert T. Stafford Disaster 
Relief and Emergency Assistance Act, as amended (P.L. 1 00-707) 

(Stafford Act), which was signed into law in 1988 and amended the 
Disaster Relief Act of 1974 (P.L. 93-288). To access federal assistance 
under the Stafford Act, generally, states must make an emergency or 
major disaster declaration request that is reviewed by FEMA for 
presidential approval. The Stafford Act also permits FEMA to anticipate 
declarations and prestage federal personnel and resources when a disaster 
threatening human health and safety is imminent, but not yet declared. 

Between January and May 2010, FEMA responded to more than 40 
presidentially declared emergencies and disasters. Since 1980, the 
average number of events to which FEMA responds each year has risen 
from 25 to about 70. Figure 2 shows the number of presidentially declared 
emergencies and disasters from January 1980 through December 2009. 
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Figure 2. Presidentially Declared Emergencies and Disasters, 1980 Through 2009 


Number of Presidential Declarations 



Source: FEMA, 


FEMA spends an average of $4.3 billion each year on responding to 
disasters.' Most of the money is spent on direct disaster assistance 
programs such as Individual Assistance (e.g., temporary housing), Public 
Assistance (e.g., debris removal and repair of damaged public property), 
and the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (e.g., retrofitting buildings to 
make them resistant to earthquakes or strong winds). These programs are 
intended to address the short-, medium-, and long-term impacts of a 
disaster on individuals and communities. Figure 3 reflects FEMA’s 
budgetary resources, including the Disaster Relief Fund, from FY 2005 
through FY 2009. 


' The fiscal year (FY) 201 1 budget request includes a $5.1 billion supplemental appropriation for costs associated 
with previous catastrophic disasters. 
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Figure 3. FEMA’s Budgetary Resources, FY 2005 Through 2009 


Dollars In Billions 



Source: DHS Annual Financial Report Data. Budgetary resources include unobligated balances 
carried forward; recoveries of prior year obligations; current year budget authority; and 
nonexpenditure transfers. 


In December 2009. FEMA implemented a new organizational structure 
designed to help it achieve its emergency management mandate more 
effectively. The new structure is intended to help strengthen key functions 
that had been previously fragmented across multiple organizational 
divisions and enable FEMA to better support the disaster management 
efforts of citizens and first responders. Figure 4 shows the new 
organizational structure. 

Since 1993, FEMA has been called upon to help support many routine 
natural disasters that historically would have been handled entirely by 
state and local governments. At the same time, some state and local 
governments cut funding to their own emergency management programs, 
thereby rendering themselves less prepared to handle routine disasters like 
floods, fires, or storms. As a relatively small federal agency, many of 
FEMA’s staff are “dual-hatted.” During nondisaster times, their primary 
roles may be to support planning and preparedness efforts. When a 
disaster hits, however, they may be working in the field on response and 
recovery. As more disasters are declared and disasters stay open for 
longer periods of time, more FEMA staff resources are diverted from 
planning and preparedness efforts. 


FEM A’s Preparedness for the Next Catastrophic Disaster - An Update 
Page 6 


Jkt067118 PO 00000 FrmOOIIS 


P:\DOCS\67118.TXT SAFFAIRS 


VerDate Nov 24 2008 


14:42 Jan 30, 2012 


Fmt 6601 


Sfmt 6601 


PsN: PAT 


113 


Figure 4. FEMA Organization as of February 2010 
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In March 2008, we performed a high-level assessment of FEMA’s 
preparedness for the next catastrophic disaster. We reported that FEMA 
had made moderate progress in five of nine key preparedness areas, 
modest progress in three areas, and limited progress in one area.^ From 
November 2009 to May 2010, we conducted fieldwork to assess FEMA’s 
current stale of preparedness in these areas. We also included an 
assessment of Mitigation in this current review. 


^ FEMA 's Preparedness for the Next Catastrophic Disaster (OIG-08-34), March 2008. 
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Results of Review 

We assessed FEMA’s progress to improve preparedness in the following key areas: 

• Overall Planning 

• Coordination and Support 

• Emergency Communications 

• Logistics 

• Evacuations 

• Housing 

• Disaster Workforce 

• Mission Assignments 

• Acquisition Management 

• Mitigation 

Overall, FEMA has made substantial progress in one of the ten key areas, moderate 
progress in seven areas, and modest progress in two areas. FEMA would benefit from 
increased oversight of key preparedness areas to ensure that initiatives are being 
implemented. 

Concerns that are common to our review of the critical components include: (1) the need 
for more effective coordination with state, local, and tribal governments; (2) the need for 
information technology (IT) systems that are updated and integrated agency-wide; (3) too 
few experienced staff to handle the increasing workload; and (4) funding that is not 
adequate to maintain initiatives, meet the costs of disasters, and recruit, train, and retain 
staff. 

FEMA continues to make progress in leading the federal effort in responding to 
catastrophic disasters. FEMA can build on this progress by maintaining its momentum in 
continuing to develop and implement the critical components of the ten key preparedness 
areas discussed in this report. 
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Overall Planning 



Background 

FEMA’s Protection and National Preparedness (PNP) is responsible for leading 
America’s efforts to enhance preparedness to prevent, protect from, respond to, 
and recover from natural and manmade disasters. It strives to ensure that the 
Nation is prepared through a comprehensive cycle of planning, organizing, 
equipping, training, and exercising. 

In our 2008 report, we assessed five critical areas of Overall Planning. For this 
update, we combined two of the previously assessed critical areas because of their 
similarities. We combined the “Enhance preparedness at all levels” and “Enhance 
preparedness for the management and resolution of catastrophic events” areas into 
the critical area “Enhance catastrophic disaster preparedness at all levels.” In 
2008, we assessed FEMA’s progress in both of these areas as moderate. 

This assessment of Overall Planning focuses on FEMA’s efforts to: 

• Develop a strategy to guide the integration of prevention, response, and 
recovery efforts; 

• Complete assessments of capabilities and readiness at the national, state, 
and local levels; 

• Enhance community disaster preparedness; and 

• Enhance catastrophic disaster preparedness at all levels. 
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Critical Components 

Develop a strategy to guide the integration of prevention, response, and recovery 
efforts (Modest) - Our 2008 report rated FEMA’s progress in this critical area as 
moderate, given that the strategy and guidance for integration of prevention, 
response, and recovery efforts was under development and would soon be 
implemented. 

The Post-Kalrina Emergency Management Reform Act of 2006 (Post-Katrina Act) 
directed FEMA to integrate its emergency preparedness, protection, response, 
recovery, and mitigation responsibilities and to develop and coordinate the 
implementation of a risk-based, all-hazards strategy for preparedness. However, 
FEMA’s PNP has yet to complete the development and implementation of a 
strategy and guidance for the integration of prevention, response, and recovery 
efforts.^ In April and October 2009, the Government Accountability Office 
(GAO) reported that the PNP had not developed a strategic plan.'* In the interim, 
PNP used its annual operating plan, which aligns with FEMA’s strategic plan, to 


^ The Post-Kalrina Emergency Management Reform Act of 2006, Section 503 (2) (D), directed the FEMA 
Administrator to integrate the agency’s emergency preparedness, protection, response, recovery, and mitigation 
responsibilities to confront effectively the challenges of a natural disaster, act of terrorism, or other manmade 
disaster. 

^ National Preparedness, FEMA Has Made Progress, but Needs to Complete and Integrate Planning, Exercise, and 
Assessment Effort (GAO-09-369), April 2009. Emergency Management, Preliminary Observations on FEMA 's 
Community Preparedness Programs Related to the National Preparedness System (GAO- 1 0- 1 05T), October 2009. 
At the time of these reports, PNP was known as the National Preparedness Directorate. 
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guide its integration strategy. However, the GAO report noted that the annual 
operating plan does not have key elements of an effective national strategy, such 
as how to gauge progress. 

FEMA officials indicated that PNP is in the process of developing a strategic plan 
that will strengthen the integration of each of the directorate’s divisions and 
include specific goals, timelines, milestones, and measurements of progress. PNP 
plans to develop a new version of its strategic plan and begin implementation by 
the end of December 2010. However, the timeline for completing the strategic 
plan will hinge primarily on the completion of the new Presidential Policy 
Directive on National Preparedness, which is currently in draft, and the 
recommendations of the National Preparedness Task Force. Specifically, PNP 
has taken the following actions on its strategic plan: 

• Creating a community of division-level leadership to help guide and 
execute the new strategy being developed; 

• Performing inventories and analyses to lay the foundation for the strategy 
that aligns PNP-wide activities to the strategic focus; and 

• Identifying a three-phased approach to strategic planning. (Currently, the 
first round of review for Phase I: “Creating Strategic Focus" is 
underway.) 

FEMA officials emphasized that the Quadrennial Homeland Security Review, the 
Bottom-Up-Review, the Presidential Policy Directive on National Preparedness, 
and recommendations of the National Preparedness Task Force will have 
significant implications for the agency and the national preparedness system. 

Complete assessments of capabilities and readiness at the national, slate, and local 
levels fModeratef - FEMA used the Cost to Capabilities initiative and the Gap 
Analysis Program to conduct capabilities and readiness assessments.’ The Cost to 
Capabilities initiative was intended to optimize the impact of homeland security 
grant dollars on preparedness efforts, and the Gap Analysis Program was designed 
to improve operational readiness by reducing response and recovery capability 
shortfalls throughout all levels of government. 

FEMA conducted gap analyses in 2008 and 2009 for FEMA Regions 1, II, 111, IV, 
and VI. Once the gaps were identified, FEMA worked closely with the states to 
mitigate the shortfalls. For example, in May 2009, a state in FEMA Region I 
reported that it would be unable to meet transportation and evacuation needs if a 
Category 3 hurricane made landfall. FEMA is working with the state to provide 
technical assistance in developing and refining its evacuation plans. 


' The Post-Katrina Act requires the FEMA Administrator to establish a comprehensive assessment to assess, on an 
ongoing basis, the Nation’s prevention capabilities and overall preparedness, including operational readiness. 
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In July 2009, the FEMA Administrator issued a moratorium on new information 
requests from state, tribal, and local governments. This suspension of data 
collection applies to the Cost to Capabilities initiative and the Gap Analysis 
Program, The FEMA Administrator directed PNP to gather all the reporting 
information required by directorates and develop a consolidated process that 
eliminates duplication and minimizes the burden on state, local, and tribal 
partners. The Reporting Requirements Working Group was formed in August 
2009, composed of FEMA representatives and officials from state, local, tribal, 
and territorial governments. The working group meets regularly, and a proposal 
to streamline reporting requirements is due to the FEMA Administrator this fiscal 
year. 

PNP Is also leading an effort to update the status of catastrophic planning in all 50 
states and 75 of the Nation’s largest urban areas. This update was undertaken at 
the direction of Congress and was due in April 2010.* As of May 2010, FEMA 
was finalizing the report. 

Enhance community disaster preparedness (Modesli - Although FEMA 
emphasizes the importance of individual and community preparedness, significant 
challenges remain. Our 2008 report rated FEMA’s progress in this critical area as 
moderate, as efforts were underway to coordinate and integrate community 
disaster preparedness through the Citizen Corps Program and the Ready 
Campaign. However, in January 2010, GAO reported that FEMA has been 
unable to measure performance effectively for these programs.’ FEMA is in the 
process of developing a corrective action plan to address GAO’s concerns. 

The Citizen Corps Program is intended to make communities safer, stronger, and 
better prepared to respond to disasters of all kinds through education, training, and 
volunteer service. The program uses the number of local volunteer organizations 
registered nationwide as its principal performance measure, but the GAO report 
said that FEMA does not verify that registration data are accurate. FEMA 
officials said that a survey tool to assess the activities of Citizen Corps Councils 
nationwide has been developed and is awaiting approval from the Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB). 

The Ready Campaign is a national public service advertising campaign designed 
to educate citizens to prepare for and respond to terrorist attacks and other 
emergencies. GAO determined that FEMA has been unable to control the 
distribution of the Ready Campaign messages or measure whether the messages 
are changing individuals’ behavior. 


” Conference Report (I I I-29S) accompanying the Departmem of Homeland Security Appropriations Ad, 2010. 
’ Emergency Preparedness, FEMA Faces Challenges Integrating Community Preparedness Programs into Its 
Strategic Approach (GAO-10-193), January 2010 
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In 2008, we noted that various offices within DHS are responsible for elements of 
community preparedness, which was a challenge. However, since 2008, several 
programs, such as the Ready Campaign and faith-based community initiatives, 
have been transferred to FEMA. 

In January 2009, FEMA hosted a summit to generate ideas for creating a culture 
of preparedness. Government and nongovernment experts in emergency 
management, sociology, psychology, mass communications, and commercial 
marketing attended the summit. FEMA used the results from the summit and 
findings from a FEMA report titled Personal Preparedness in America: Findings 
from the 2009 Citizen Corps National Survey to draft a Community Preparedness 
Strategic Approach to promote a culture of preparedness.* 

In October 2009, the National Academy of Public Administration (NAPA) 
reported that FEMA has taken significant steps to integrate preparedness and 
develop more robust regional offices.’ However, the report concluded that while 
progress has been made: (1) preparedness is not fully integrated across FEMA; (2) 
FEMA’s regional offices do not yet have the capacity required to ensure that the 
Nation is fully prepared; and (3) stakeholders are not yet full partners with FEMA 
in national preparedness. 

Enhance catastrophic disaster preparedness at all levels fModerate) - FEMA has 
made progress enhancing catastrophic preparedness, particularly at the regional 
level. FEMA officials told us that several regional planning initiatives have been 
undertaken since 2008, including the Hawaii Hurricane Plan, the San Francisco 
Bay Area Earthquake Plan, the Northwest Nevada Earthquake Plan, and the 
Florida Hurricane Plan. Planning initiatives currently underway include the 
Southern California Earthquake Planning Initiative, the Guam Typhoon Planning 
Initiative, the Gulf Coast Hurricane Planning Initiative, and the New Madrid 
Seismic Zone Catastrophic Earthquake Planning Initiative, 

In April 2010, Secretary Napolitano announced the creation of a National 
Preparedness Task Force charged with making recommendations for all levels of 
government regarding: (1) disaster and emergency guidance and policy; (2) 
federal grants; and (3) federal requirements, including measuring efforts. The 
task force includes federal, state, tribal, territorial, and local government officials, 
nongovernmental organization officials, and private sector officials. The task 
force will conduct regular meetings and expects to deliver recommendations in 
September 2010. 

PNP is also working to complete FEMA’s first National Preparedness Report, 
which will describe federal, state, and local preparedness levels and identify 
nationwide trends that can inform decisionmakers on what actions are needed to 


* Personal Preparedness in America. Findings from the 2009 Citizen Corps National Survey, December 2009. 
’ NAPA, FEMA 's Integration of Preparedness and Development of Robust Regional Offices, October 2009, 
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further enhance our Nation’s preparedness for 4 of the 1 5 National Planning 
Scenarios: Improvised Explosive Device, Improvised Nuclear Device, Pandemic 
Influenza, and Hurricane. The draft National Preparedness Report is in the 
clearance phase with OMB. In May 2010, PNP conducted the 2010 National 
Level Exercise to test its catastrophic planning efforts. The exercise tested the 
response capabilities to an improvised nuclear device detonation. 

FEMA officials stated that FEMA regional offices encourage constant dialogue 
with state and local governments and reap the benefits of a better awareness of 
what is happening in the states. FEMA officials also credited the collaboration 
between the federal government and state and local governments through various 
working groups and task forces with helping to bring together different 
perspectives. An example of collaboration is the emergency planning guide 
Comprehensive Preparedness Guide 101, which PNP developed in coordination 
with state and local governments. The guide, finalized in March 2009, provides 
response and recovery planning guidance to state, territorial, tribal, and local 
governments. 

Continuing Concerns 

The Post-Katrina Act reaffirmed FEMA’s mission and set forth requirements that 
remain to be completed, including the development of a strategy to integrate 
prevention, response, and recovery efforts. Despite the important role of 
individuals and communities in preparing for a disaster, FEMA faces numerous 
challenges in measuring the effectiveness of its efforts to enhance individual and 
community preparedness. 


FEMA’s Preparedness for the Next Catastrophic Disaster - An Update 
Page 14 


14:42 Jan 30, 2012 Jkt067118 PO 00000 Frm 00124 Fmt6601 Sfmt6601 P:\DOCS\67118.TXT SAFFAIRS PsN: PAT 



121 


VerDate Nov 24 2008 


Coordination and Support 
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Background 

Following the terrorist attacks of September 1 1, 2001, efforts were undertaken to 
develop a national planning framework for emergency management. The result 
was the creation of the National Response Plan. The National Response Plan was 
used in response to Hurricane Katrina, but it fell far short of the seamless, 
coordinated effort that had been envisioned. Problems ranging from poor 
coordination of federal support to confusion about the roles and authorities of 
incident managers to inadequate information sharing among responders plagued 
the response to this catastrophic disaster. 

DHS issued the National Response Framework (NRf ) in January 2008 to replace 
the National Response Plan. The NRF is intended to guide how the Nation 
conducts all-hazards response and describes key lessons learned from hurricanes 
Katrina and Rita, focusing particularly on how the federal government is 
organized to support communities and states in catastrophic incidents. 

To determine FEMA’s readiness to support communities and states in response to 
a future catastrophic disaster, we reassessed the critical components evaluated in 
our 2008 report: 

• Implement the NRF and specific operations plans; 

• Clarify the roles, responsibilities, and authorities of the Principal Federal 
Official (PFO) and Federal Coordinating Officer (FCO); and 

• Provide law enforcement access to FEMA records in support of 
Emergency Support Function-13 (ESF-13), Public Safety and Security. 
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Critical Components 

Implement the NRF and specific operations plans (Modesf) - The NRF was 
implemented in March 2008, but federal operations plans that describe detailed 
resource, personnel, and asset allocations necessary to respond to incidents 
representing the gravest dangers facing the United States have not yet been 
completed. 

Since superseding the National Response Plan, the NRF has been used in more 
than 160 presidential ly declared disasters and emergencies. FEMA includes the 
NRF Resource Center on its website to help stakeholders across the Nation 
understand domestic incident response roles, responsibilities, and relationships in 
order to respond more effectively to any type of incident. The Resource Center 
includes documents and guides pertaining to the National Incident Management 
System, the support annexes, briefings, and job aids. According to FEMA 
officials, the NRF will undergo a scheduled review this year and be updated in 
2011 to include lessons learned and best practices. 

The NRF describes planning as the cornerstone of national preparedness and a 
critical element to respond to a disaster or emergency. It also lists 1 5 National 
Planning Scenarios that represent a minimum number of credible scenarios 
depicting the range of potential terrorist attacks and natural disasters and related 
impacts facing our Nation. Operations plans for these scenarios are particularly 
important because they identify detailed resources, personnel, assets and specific 
roles, responsibilities, and actions for each federal department and agency 
responding to an incident or emergency. Our recent audit of federal incident 
management planning efforts determined that although planning has progressed 
for certain scenarios, much work remains to complete operations plans for all! 5 
scenarios.'” Moreover, a senior DHS official said that planning was put on hold 
in July 2009 owing to the review of Homeland Security Presidential Directives 
by the Domestic Readiness Group and National Security Council. 

Clarify the roles, responsibilities, and authorities of the PFO and FCO 
{Substantial} - FEMA has made progress in clarifying the roles of key senior 


DHS Progress in Federal Incident Management Planning (OIG-10-58), March 2009. 
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federal officials who typically may be deployed with a federal incident 
management team. The NRF describes the roles of both the PFO and FCO and 
their responsibilities and authorities during an incident. It underscores that the 
PFO does not have directive authority over an FCO or any other federal or state 
official. Rather, “the PFO promotes collaboration and, as possible, resolves any 
Federal interagency conflict that may arise.” It also underscores that the FCO is 
specifically appointed by the President to coordinate federal support in the 
response to and recovery from emergencies and major disasters by executing 
Stafford Act authorities, including commitment of FEMA resources and the 
mission assignment of other federal departments or agencies. To further clarify 
that the FCO is the primary federal representative with whom the state, tribal, and 
local response officials interface. Congress included in the DHS Appropriations 
Act of 2010 (P.L. 1 1 1-83) prohibitions on the use of funds for any position 
designated as a PFO for Stafford Act-declared disasters or emergencies. It is 
important to note, however, that the DHS Secretary retains the authority to 
appoint a representative who functionally reports through the FCO; however, the 
NRF has not yet been updated to reflect this clarification. Additionally, FEMA 
Administrator Fugate, in testimony on May 6, 2010, declared that DHS will 
follow existing federal law and no longer appoint PFOs in disasters and 
emergencies that fall under the Stafford Act. Further, the department will not 
object to keeping the prohibition against such appointments in law." In August 
2010, FEMA reported that it is no longer referring to incident commanders or 
team leaders as PFOs. 

Provide law enforcement access to FEMA records ISubstantiall - Since our last 
assessment, FEMA has made progress in improving law enforcement access to its 
disaster recovery assistance files by updating its system-of-records notice relating 
to FEMA disaster recovery assistance files. However, the protocols, procedures, 
and processes for facilitating law enforcement access to these records are not fully 
in place. 

To remedy information-sharing problems encountered following Hurricane 
Katrina and to facilitate law enforcement access to FEMA disaster recovery 
assistance files for investigating fraud, locating missing children, and identifying 
the whereabouts of sex offenders and fugitive felons, FEMA executed agreements 
with the Department of Justice, including the Federal Bureau of Investigation and 
U.S. Marshals Service.'^ Additionally, in November 2007 FEMA appointed a 


‘ ' Testimony of W. Craig Fugate, FEMA Administrator, at the hearing, “Priorities For Disasters and Economic 
Disruption; The Proposed FY 201 1 Budgets for FEMA and the Economic Development Administration” before the 
Subcommittee on Economic Development, Public Buildings, and Emergency Management, Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure, United States House of Representatives. Washington, DC, May 6, 2010. 

These agreements remain in effect, and in September 2009, FEMA updated its system-of-records notice for its 
disaster recovery assistance files to expand access to “appropriate federal, state, territorial, tribal, local, international, 
or foreign law enforcement authority or other appropriate agency charged with investigating or prosecuting such a 
violation or enforcing or implementing a law, rule, regulation, or order, so long as such disclosure is proper and 
consistent with the official duties of the person receiving the information.” 
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law enforcement advisor to the administrator to fill a position created by the Post- 
Katrina Act. The advisor is to provide FEMA with a law enforcement perspective 
on agency plans and policies and support FEMA’s growing interaction with law 
enforcement associations. Although FEMA’s law enforcement advisor was aware 
of the agreements executed in 2006 and 2007 with the Department of Justice, he 
said he would not be involved in any future policy review unless specifically 
asked by FEMA’s Office of Chief Counsel, 

FEMA officials told us that they are 90% complete with establishing the 
protocols, procedures, and processes for providing appropriate law enforcement 
access to FEMA disaster recovery assistance records, to include Interagency 
Security Agreements with the Department of Justice and others needing access. 
FEMA anticipates that standard operating procedures will be in place by the end 
of this fiscal year. 

Continuing Concerns 

Federal operations plans for all 15 National Planning Scenarios are still needed 
because they guide other preparedness activities and contribute to the unity of 
effort by providing a common blueprint for activity in an emergency. We 
consider completion of these plans, particularly by agencies designated in the 
NRF as coordinators or primary agencies, as a foundational element for both 
preparedness and response. Additionally, FEMA should update the NRF to 
remedy confusion about the role, authority, and responsibilities of the PFO and to 
ensure that all NRF stakeholders are aware of the intent of Congress. Finally, it is 
important that the FEMA law enforcement advisor and his staff be kept aware of 
and regularly consulted on the execution of future law enforcement agreements 
and FEMA’s implementation of protocols, procedures, and processes to provide 
access to appropriate law enforcement entities. 
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Emergency Communications 



Background 

Disaster emergency communication is the means of transmitting and receiving 
voice, data, and video messages; information; and images critical to the 
management of an incident in which communications infrastructure has been 
abnormally impacted or lost. The ability of the disaster response community to 
communicate during an incident is essential to successful response and recovery 
efforts. It is generally recognized that the inability to communicate effectively 
was a major impediment to operations following the September 1 1 , 2001 attacks 
and Hurricane Katrina. Critical emergency communications areas include the 
ability to maintain communications in the disruptive environment of catastrophic 
disasters (continuity), the ability to communicate across different organizations 
(interoperability), and the system’s ability to handle the increased demand that 
often accompanies disasters (capacity). 

Many agencies have a role in emergency communications. The NRF’s 
Emergency Support Function for Communications (ESF-2) identifies eight federal 
agencies with primary or supporting roles. DHS and other federal agencies have 
recently developed strategic guidance and pursued significant efforts, such as the 
National Emergency Communications Plan and the Emergency Communications 
Preparedness Center. The Federal Communications Commission (FCC), in 
conjunction with DHS, has been working to establish a nationwide interoperable 
network to increase emergency responders’ communications capacity. 

Three organizational components within DHS are responsible for emergency 
communications: (1) the National Protection and Programs Directorate’s Office 
of Emergency Communications; (2) the Science & Technology Directorate; and 
(3) FEMA’s Response Directorate’s Disaster Emergency Communications 
Division. In the past, there was confusion over which of these three elements led 
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DHS’ efforts in this area. In July 2009, Secretary Napolitano designated the 
Office of Emergency Communications to lead DHS’ efforts to advance 
interoperable emergency communications. Notwithstanding the recent 
designation, FEMA has important responsibilities in this area. 

This report focuses on FEMA’s areas of responsibility. Title 6 of the U.S. Code 
directs FEMA to provide funding, training, exercises, technical assistance, 
planning, and other assistance to build tribal, local, state, regional, and national 
communications capabilities to respond to a natural disaster, act of terrorism, or 
other manmade disaster.'^ FEMA’s Office of National Preparedness and 
Protection, Grants Program Directorate is responsible for administering the 
Interoperable Emergency Communications Grant Program. Consequently, we 
updated our criteria from the 2008 report to assess FEMA’s progress in the 
following critical areas: 

• Coordinate communications support for state, local, and tribal responders 
during Stafford Act incidents; 

• Manage the deployment and operation of communications assets; and 

• Manage emergency communications grants. 


Coordinate communications support for 

Manage the deployment and 

Manage emergency 
communications grants 

state, local, and tribal responders during 

operation of communications 

Stafford Act incidents rNew Ratine) 

assets (New Rating) 


-K-.- • \ 






Substantia) \ 1 





Critical Components 


Coordinate communications support for state, local, and tribal emergency 
responders during Stafford Act incidents (Substantial^ - FEMA’s Disaster 
Emergency Communications Division of the Response Directorate has been 
actively coordinating federal communications support for state, tribal, and local 
responders. The Disaster Emergency Communications Division is working with 
the National Communications System to revise the overarching ESF-2 standard 
operating procedures. Once the revision has been finalized, the division will 
revise its internal standard operating procedures to align with the ESF-2 standard 
operating procedures. FEMA officials said that coordination between the two 
offices is a continuous process with frequent meetings. However, there continues 
to be some confusion among the Disaster Emergency Communications Division, 


Title 6 U.S.C., sections 31 3(b)(2)(G); 314(aK7); and 579(c)(1). 

FEMA’s Preparedness for the Next Catastrophic Disaster - An Update 
Page 20 


14:42 Jan 30, 2012 Jkt067118 PO 00000 FrmOOISO Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6601 P:\DOCS\67118.TXT SAFFAIRS PsN: PAT 



127 


VerDate Nov 24 2008 


the National Communications System, and other federal ESF-2 partners. This 
was evident during disaster response operations in American Samoa. 

FEMA recently entered into an interagency agreement with the FCC to provide 
incident-area impact analysis in the immediate aftermath of an incident, FEMA 
can mission assign the FCC to deploy equipment and technicians to disaster areas 
to identity commercial, public safety, and critical infrastructure communications 
outages. Using this information, ESF-2 can coordinate the restoration of these 
communications systems. Identifying these outages is of vital importance to 
FEMA in ensuring that public welfare and evacuation information is disseminated 
to the disaster area in a timely and accurate manner. 

Recognizing the importance of a rapid response to an incident, FEMA has 
developed 1 1 pre-scripted mission assignments with the FCC, the U.S. Coast 
Guard, the Department of Defense, the National Communications System, and the 
U.S. Forest Service. The U.S. Coast Guard has agreed to provide mobile 
communication teams to support first responders and to coordinate initial 
operations in response to a disaster. The U.S. Forest Service will provide 
telecommunications equipment and personnel to support response operations, and 
the Department of Defense will provide 24-hour voice, data, and video 
communications solutions. These pre-scripted mission assignments provide 
FEMA with the communications equipment and personnel necessary for rapid 
response to an incident. 

Working with federal, state, tribal, and local responders, FEMA helped to 
establish in each of its ten regions the congressional ly mandated Regional 
Emergency Communications Coordination Working Groups, which are headed by 
local responders and consist of their federal, state, and local counterparts. The 
working groups assess the status of local emergency communications systems and 
report annually to federal stakeholders. FEMA told us that nine regions have 
completed their annual reports. When all reports are complete, FEMA will 
compile the submissions into a national report. FEMA is also assisting regional 
and state jurisdictions to develop emergency communications plans that allow 
FEMA to be better prepared to pre-position and deploy needed communications 
assets during catastrophic incidents. To date, 27 states and 4 regions have 
emergency communications plans. 

FEMA has participated in multiple emergency communications exercises. FEMA 
officials said that they recently participated in an interoperable radio exercise with 
the U.S. Secret Service; ajoint exercise with the Transportation Security 
Administration and the U.S. Army using the Military Affiliate Radio System as a 
backup in case of widespread devastation, as occurred after Hurricane Katrina; 
and an exercise with the U.S. Coast Guard. FEMA will also participate in the 
201 1 National Level Exercise focusing on a catastrophic earthquake in the New 
Madrid Seismic Zone. Before the exercise, states will provide information on the 
types of communications assets they own. FEMA will conduct a scenario-based 
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impact assessment using the information provided and present the assessment 
results to the states so they can exercise based on the results. The Regional 
Emergency Communications Coordination Working Groups will work with state 
and local representatives to identify continuity exercises within the region that 
include communications as a component. Finally, FEMA recently participated in 
an ESF-2 exercise that simulated operations during the response and recovery 
phases after an earthquake in Salt Lake City, Utah. Participants included DHS; 
the Department of Defense; the General Services Administration (GSA); the U.S. 
Forest Service; and state, county, and city officials. FEMA officials said that the 
exercise provided a better understanding of the roles, capabilities, and authorities 
of, and coordination with, ESF-2 departments and agencies, and state and local 
agencies and officials. 

Manage the deployment and operation of communications assets fSubstantialf - 
FEMA has effectively deployed communications assets to the state and local 
emergency community through the Mobile Emergency Response Support 
(MERS) detachments. MERS detachments are comprised of trained professionals 
and specialized equipment, including interoperable high frequency, very high 
frequency, ultra high frequency, and 700/800 megahertz communications 
systems, as well as satellite systems. MERS communications assets can establish 
or reestablish connectivity with public safety wireless systems and command and 
control networks. MERS detachments can also interconnect and wire facilities 
within the disaster region and install computer, telephone, and video networks. 

MERS detachments have been deployed in connection with major incidents 
almost continuously over the past year. Domestically, detachments deployed to 
several states, including most recently to North Dakota and South Dakota. During 
the international response effort in Haiti, FEMA sent several detachments to 
support urban search and rescue teams and other responders. MERS detachments 
also deployed in response to a tsunami in American Samoa and a typhoon in 
Guam. 

Although MERS deployments have been successful, there have been some minor 
concerns. For example, during the deployment to American Samoa, there was 
confusion regarding who could contact MERS assets for information. FEMA is 
addressing this question with the National Communications System and its ESF-2 
partners. In the after-action report for the Haiti deployment, FEMA identified the 
need for enhanced logistical support for deployed MERS detachments, 
specifically the acquisition of appropriate portable shelter equipment, and the 
need for updated policy and procedures related to the movement of FEMA assets 
outside the continental United States. 

.Manage emergency communications grants (Moderate) - FEMA has made 
progress in managing emergency communications grants to enhance state and 
local capabilities. From FY 2004 through FY 2008, the last year for which 
complete figures are available, DHS awarded more than $3 billion in grants to 
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enhance state and local interoperable communications efforts. In addition, FEMA 
is administering, on behalf of the Department of Commerce, the Public Safety 
Interoperable Communications Grant Program, which is funded through proceeds 
from the auction of analog television frequency spectrum. This grant program, 
totaling almost $1 billion, is designed to improve state and local public safety 
agencies’ emergency communications. DHS has provided technical assistance 
and guidance to states and territories to develop Statewide Communications 
interoperability Plans, which are a requirement for receiving grant funds. By 
April 2008, all 56 states and territories had a DHS-approved plan. 

To measure the effectiveness of grants, in 2008 FEMA developed a Cost to 
Capability initiative. Following an agency-wide moratorium on new requests for 
information from state and local governments, the Cost to Capability initiative 
was suspended in November 2009. Therefore, there is currently no system in 
place to measure the impact of grants. However, FEMA’s Reporting 
Requirements Working Group is developing a data collection system intended 
eventually to measure the effectiveness of several programs, including 
communications grants. 

Continuing Concerns 

Despite a robust program to coordinate and deploy communications support for 
federal, state, tribal, and local responders during Stafford Act incidents, FEMA 
has yet to field a system to measure the impact of communications-related grants. 
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Logistics 



Background 

The Logistics Management Directorate (LMD) is the agency’s major program 
office responsible for policy, guidance, standards, execution, and governance of 
logistics support, services, and operations. Its mission is to plan, manage, and 
sustain the national logistics response and recovery operations in support of 
domestic emergencies and special events. LMD is organized around four core 
competencies: 

• Logistics Operations 

• Logistics Plans and Exercises 

• Distribution Management 

• Property Management 

FEMA’s logistics responsibilities include acquiring, receiving, storing, shipping, 
tracking, sustaining, and recovering commodities, assets, and property. 

LMD’s ability to track commodities is one of the keys to fulfilling its mission. 
The disasters of 2004 and 2005 highlighted inconsistencies stemming from 
multiple, independent computer and paper-based systems and highlighted a need 
for standardized policies and procedures. 

After Hurricane Katrina, FEMA identified areas for improving its end-to-end 
supply chain and established the Total Asset Visibility (TAV) program to 
implement processes and automate the flow of commodity information. 
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FEMA management is focused on improving the logistics core competencies to a 
level that will respond effectively and efficiently to a catastrophic disaster. We 
assessed two critical areas to measure FEMA’s progress to: 

• Establish total asset visibility through the Logistics Supply Chain 
Management System (LSCMS); and 

• Establish a national supply chain strategy. 



Establish total asset visibility 
through the Logistics Supply 
Chain Management System 


Establish national supply chain 
strategy (New ftatina) 


Critical Components 

Establish total asset visibility through the Logistics Supply Chain Management 
System (Moderate! - Prior to 2004, FEMA had invested in multiple systems to 
support its unique inventory needs, but they were not integrated and were 
duplicative. In response, FEMA began to implement the TAV program in FY 
2005. Since implementation, TAV has undergone two phases of development. 

TAV-Phase 1 was a pilot program that involved improving the visibility of select 
assets for two FEMA regions and distribution centers supporting the hurricane- 
prone Gulf Coast states. This phase of TAV was deployed in time to support the 
2006 hurricane season and to allow FEMA to begin integrating modem logistics 
processes and applications with existing FEMA processes. At the end of FY 
2009, FEMA transitioned from TAV-Phase 1 to the LSCMS (TAV-Phase 2). 
LMD implemented a number of LSCMS milestones during the current fiscal 
year, including: 

• Wireless Enterprise Procurement - wireless package; 

• Warehouse Management - functional design; and 

• Trading Partner Management - development. 

According to FEMA, every element of LSCMS is fully functional but not 
completely implemented. The entire application is scheduled to be implemented 
by the end of calendar year 2010. 
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LSCMS is expected to be interoperable with federal, state, county, municipal, 
tribal government, and nongovernmental organizations’ disaster management 
supply chain processes and systems. The final product and implementation will 
encompass all aspects of FEMA operations, including inventory management, 
requisitions, order management, fulfillment, shipping, transportation 
management, situational awareness and reporting, and retrograde processes. 

New LSCMS initiatives include change management, training, acceptance, and 
accountability. Officials said that FEMA is addressing change management 
across all ten regions by increasing communications throughout FEMA and by 
providing role-based training. 

Establish a national supply chain strategy tModerate) - During a disaster, when 
state and local governments’ capabilities are exceeded, the state may request 
FEMA’s assistance. The specific type and quantity of commodities and support 
assets needed will vary, but experience indicates that some common needs include 
water (usually bottled), emergency meals, cots, blankets, tarps, and generators. 

FEMA has determined that pre-positioning commodities is neither logistically 
prudent nor an effective use of taxpayer funds. FEMA has focused on eliminating 
potential waste by: 

• Changing LMD business practices and procedures; 

• Strengthening public and private sector solutions and relationships with 
partners such as the Defense Logistics Agency, U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, American Red Cross, and GSA; and 

• Implementing a continuous process review and developing standard 
operating procedures at all FEMA Distribution Centers. 

To develop a more responsive, flexible, and sustainable supply chain management 
strategy, LMD established the following workgroups: 

• The Distribution Management Strategy Working Group (DMSWG) 
supports LMD as the National Logistics Coordinator, which collaborates 
with other federal agencies, public and private sector partners, 
nongovernmental organizations, and other stakeholders, ensuring a fully 
coordinated and effective service and support capability. The outcomes 
associated with this effort include addressing an excess capacity 
distribution strategy. 

• The Resource Management Group, a component of the DMSWG, focuses 
on coordinating collaborative logistics and sourcing decisions. 

• The Commodity Group, also a component of the DMSWG, focuses on 
sourcing strategy and defining inventory levels throughout the logistics 
disaster response partner community. 
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FEMA supported the United States response to the 2010 Haiti earthquake within 
72 hours and provided water, meals, cots, blankets, tarps, plastic sheets and Joint 
Field Office kits, FEMA coordinated and moved more than 190 tractor-trailers of 
supplies to support the disaster response. 

Continuing Concerns 

FEMA personnel said that two of the primary challenges to improving the 
LSCMS business process are retaining sufficient staffing and implementing 
change management across all ten regions. Although LSCMS has been available, 
the primary methods of information transfer continued to be email, phone calls, 
and spreadsheets. Customer satisfaction surveys from 2008 and 2009 show low 
systems usage among logistics professionals in the field. 

FEMA has improved its logistics systems and processes; however, LSCMS is not 
yet fully implemented and may not be fully effective until disaster response 
personnel have adopted all aspects of the new business process, as discussed in 
our recent report.'"* 


FEMA 's Logistics Management Process for Responding to Catastrophic Disasters (OIG-10-101 ), July 2010. 
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Evacuations 



Background 

Emergency evacuations are the responsibility of state and local governments. 
However, if state and local emergency management systems become 
overwhelmed, FEMA has several specific responsibilities. According to the 
National Response Framework’s Mass Evacuation Incident Annex, FEMA will: 

( 1 ) primarily augment state, tribal, and local government plans and operations; 
and (2) be capable of implementing a federally supported or federalized 
evacuation. FEMA is responsible for providing direction, guidance, and technical 
assistance on state and local evacuation plans that contain integrated information 
on transportation operations, shelters, and other elements of a successful 
evacuation. FEMA is also required to work with state, tribal, and local authorities 
to support contraflow planning, where the normal flow of traffic is reversed to aid 
in an evacuation, and is responsible for ensuring that adequate resources are 
available for evacuation efforts. 

Our 2008 report assessed two specific initiatives involving evacuations: ( 1 ) the 
Gulf Coast Mass Evacuation Capability Enhancement Initiative; and (2) the Gap 
Analysis Program. For this report, we expanded our focus to include FEMA’s 
full responsibilities and authorities outlined in the Post-Katrina Act. We reviewed 
FEMA’s efforts to; 

• Augment state, tribal, and local emergency evacuation plans and 
operations; and 

• Establish the capability to implement a federally supported or federalized 
evacuation. 


FEMA’s Preparedness for the Next Catastrophic Disaster - An Update 
Page 28 


14:42 Jan 30, 2012 Jkt067118 PO 00000 Frm 00138 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6601 P:\DOCS\67118.TXT SAFFAIRS PsN: PAT 


135 


VerDate Nov 24 2008 


Augment state, tribal, and local 
emergency evacuation plans and 
operations (New Rating) 


Moderate 


Establish the capability to impleroem 
a federally supported or federalized 
evacuation (Kew Raingi 



Moderate 


Critical Components 

Augment state, tribal, and local emereencv evacuation plans and operations 
(Moderate) ~ We assessed FEMA’s progress in this area, focusing on the Gulf 
Coast Mass Evacuation Capability Enhancement Initiative, the Gap Analysis 
Program, the Catastrophic Disaster Planning Initiative, and evacuation planning 
workshops sponsored by FEMA. Through these initiatives and others, FEMA has 
worked with at least 35 states and territories on evacuation planning since 2008. 

FEMA launched the Gulf Coast Mass Evacuation Capability Enhancement 
Initiative in 2007 to develop an organized plan for evacuating the Gulf Coast 
region and to have state-to-state agreements in place for transporting and 
sheltering evacuees. Evacuations in response to Hurricane Gustav in 2008 
demonstrate that FEMA’s efforts are having an impact. During the response, 
15,000 Louisiana residents were transported by bus to shelters in evacuee host 
states; 2,025 were relocated by rail to Tennessee; and 5,050 were flown to 
Arkansas, Kentucky, or Tennessee. 

The initiative has continued with the expanded goal of developing regional 
hurricane operations plans and federal support plans for several states. FEMA 
officials provided the Texas and Louisiana Federal Support Plans, the Arkansas 
Aviation Operations Plan, the South Carolina Motor Coach Evacuation Concept 
of Operations Plan, and the FEMA Region VI 2009 Hurricane Contingency Plan 
as evidence of progress in this area. 

The Gap Analysis Program was designed to improve operational readiness by 
reducing response and recovery capability shortfalls throughout all levels of 
government. The 2008 Gap Analysis, which included an analysis of evacuation 
capabilities in 19 states, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the U.S. 

Virgin Islands, indicated that 5 states have no gaps and would not require federal 
assistance. FEMA is working with other states to mitigate gaps that were 
identified. For example, one state needs federal assistance to evacuate 1 7,000 
residents with special medical needs, FEMA, the Department of Defense, and the 
state developed a draft Air Evacuation Plan to mitigate this gap. 
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The 2009 Gap Analysis is not as informative as the 2008 analysis, because data 
collection was suspended in response to a moratorium issued by the FEMA 
Administrator, as discussed in previous sections, FEMA officials said that states 
can now use their tool of choice to assess capabilities. FEMA is continuing to use 
previously collected data to determine evacuation staffing estimates, and FEMA’s 
regional planners continue working with the states. 

FEMA’s Catastrophic Disaster Planning Initiative is designed to conduct analyses 
and develop plans for mass evacuation, sheltering, and response to catastrophic 
disasters. In April 2009, GAO reported that FEMA had engaged in significant 
planning efforts regarding threats that are specific to certain regions, such as 
hurricanes and earthquakes, through this initiative, but that planning efforts were 
ongoing and had not been concluded.'^ Examples of catastrophic disaster plans 
that incorporate evacuation plans include Northern California and Southern 
California Catastrophic Earthquake Plans, a Hawaii All-Hazards Concept Plan, 
and a New Madrid Seismic Zone Catastrophic Earthquake Contingency Plan. 

FEMA officials said that planning for the New Madrid Seismic Zone Catastrophic 
Earthquake will be complete this year. Planning efforts included earthquake 
response capability assessments for each of the eight New Madrid Seismic Zone 
states and planning sessions with the counties and states through FEMA- 
supported workshops. Representatives of federal, state, tribal, local, and county 
emergency management and responder organizations, as well as the private and 
nonprofit sectors, participate in these workshops. 

FEMA has also conducted a series of workshops in support of evacuation 
planning. For example, in January 2009 FEMA held a Gulf Coast contraflow 
evacuation workshop for federal and state entities to review hurricane contraflow 
evacuation operations throughout the Gulf Coast region. FEMA also plans to 
conduct a workshop in 2010 to support state and regional planning efforts for a 
mass evacuation. 

Establish the capability to implement a federally supported or federalized 
evacuation (Moderate) - A large-scale federally supported evacuation has not 
been needed since Hurricane Katrina, but FEMA has provided evacuation support 
to state, tribal, and local governments during recent incidents, including 
hurricanes Gustav and Ike. FEMA is also finalizing a national system for states to 
track evacuees. Additionally, FEMA published a Mass Evacuation Incident 
Annex in June 2008. However, the Operational Supplement to the Annex that is 
intended to provide additional guidance for mass evacuations has not yet been 
finalized. 


Malional Preparedness, FEMA Has Made Progress, but Needs to Complete and Integrate Planning, Exercise, and 
Assessment Efforts (GAO-09-369), dated April 2009. 

FEMA’s Preparedness for the Next Catastrophic Disaster - An Update 

Page 30 


14:42 Jan 30, 2012 Jkt067118 PO 00000 Frm 00140 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6601 P:\DOCS\67118.TXT SAFFAIRS PsN: PAT 



137 


VerDate Nov 24 2008 


According to a senior FEMA official, the Gulf Coast Evacuation Plan was 
successfully implemented in 2008 during Hurricane Gustav to evacuate residents 
from New Orleans using air, bus, and rail transportation. Residents considered 
this evacuation more orderly and better organized than the evacuation for 
Hurricane Katrina, Former FEMA Administrator David Paulison pointed out that 
FEMA had altered its procedures to avoid repeating errors made during Hurricane 
Katrina. During Katrina, buses and ambulances did not arrive until after the 
storm made landfall. FEMA now has in place prearranged contracts for 
ambulances and other emergency transportation services. 

A senior FEMA official reported to Congress in February 2009 that FEMA is now 
much better prepared to coordinate medical special needs evacuations with the 
Department of Defense, the Department of Health and Human Services, and state 
governments. For Hurricane Gustav, FEMA reported that more than 600 
prearranged ambulances were available to Louisiana, and that special Department 
of Defense aircraft were deployed to help evacuate critically ill patients. FEMA 
also activated its ground and air ambulance evacuation services contract and its 
contract with Amtrak. For Hurricane Ike, federal assets were standing by 
prelandfall to support air evacuations. More than 400 Transportation Security 
Administration personnel also deployed to assist with planned evacuations. 

FEMA began developing a National Mass Evacuation Tracking System to track 
individuals as they arrive at or depart from certain locations, such as shelters. 
However, funding for system development was cut in 2008 and development did 
not resume until the spring of 2009. Several states and cities are testing the 
system, and FEMA officials stated that it will be ready by the 2010 hurricane 
season. FEMA is offering the system to states free of charge; however, FEMA 
cannot compel states to use the system. 

Continuing Concerns 

FEMA has made progress in both critical areas, but its preparedness to support a 
regional or large-scale evacuation outside the Gulf region remains a concern. 
FEMA has augmented state and local evacuations planning and operations and 
enhanced its own capabilities to implement a federally supported evacuation. 
However, FEMA officials said that they need more staff and funding for the 
Planning Division, and we are concerned that the Operational Annex to the Mass 
Evacuation Incident Annex in the National Response Framework has not been 
completed. 
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Housing 



Background 


In a presidentially declared disaster, FEMA administers the temporary housing 
response for individuals and households. Disaster housing assistance may include 
the use of financial resources and direct support from FEMA and other federal 
agencies; local, tribal, and state governments; and voluntary agencies. In the past, 
FEMA was criticized for its inability to provide immediate, short-term housing 
assistance to disaster survivors and to transition people needing it to more 
permanent forms of housing. As a result of congressional legislation, FEMA 
developed and released the National Disaster Housing Strategy to guide future 
disaster housing assistance efforts. 

Since our 2008 report. FEMA has made strides toward implementing a 
comprehensive strategy for managing disaster housing resources. However, 
limited federal, .state, and agency coordination; constant housing plan revisions; 
and limited federal funding have hindered final National Disaster Housing 
Strategy implementation efforts. 

Overall, FEMA disaster housing progress is rated as moderate; however, we 
anticipate additional progress as FEMA continues to refine and implement its 
future housing strategy and mission. We reviewed FEMA’s current progress in 
three critical housing components: 

• Develop a National Disaster Housing Strategy; 

• Develop plans to purchase, track, and dispose of temporary housing units; 
and 

• Strengthen state and local commitment to house affected citizens. 

FEM.A’s Preparedness for the Next Catastrophic Disaster ~ An Update 

Page 32 


14:42 Jan 30, 2012 Jkt067118 PO 00000 Frm 00142 Fmt6601 Sfmt6601 P:\DOCS\67118.TXT SAFFAIRS PsN: PAT 



139 


VerDate Nov 24 2008 



Critical Components 

Develop a National Disaster Housing Strategy ^Moderate) - In response to the 
Post-Katrina Act, FEMA released the National Disaster Housing Strategy in 
January 2009 . The strategy was developed as a combined effort of FEMA and its 
federal partner agencies, and incorporated feedback from volunteer organizations, 
private sector businesses, and individuals. The strategy summarizes FEMA’s 
disaster housing process, including sheltering and housing capabilities, principles, 
and policies. It outlines a number of potential housing programs that can assist 
disaster survivors in finding interim housing, In September 2009, we issued a 
report stating that the National Disaster Housing Strategy is a positive yet interim 
step forward.'*’ 

The strategy has several components. First, it requires the creation of a National 
Disaster Joint Housing Task Force. The task force is charged with developing a 
Disaster Housing Implementation Plan that translates the strategy’s goals into 
measurable actions and milestones; a Comprehensive Concept of Operations that 
integrates and synchronizes existing housing capabilities across all levels of 
government, nongovernmental organizations, and the private sector; and a 
Catastrophic Concept of Operations that addresses the unique requirements for a 
large-scale disaster. A current example of a unique disaster requirement would be 
the American Samoa permanent housing construction pilot program, which was 
developed as a result of the September 29, 2009 tsunami that struck American 
Samoa. 

0MB approved the Disaster Housing Implementation Plan on March 16, 2010. 
The Comprehensive Concept of Operations is scheduled to be completed and 
released immediately following the release of the National Disaster Recovery 
Framework. 

FEMA has also developed a Non-congregate Housing Program that uses hotels 
and motels or federally owned unoccupied housing units as a sheltering resource. 


Management Advisory Report- FEMA 's Housing Strategy for Future Disasters (OfG-09-1 1 1), September 2009. 
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Each option has unique challenges. FEMA has a contract to place disaster 
survivors in an average of 1,250,000 hotel or motel rooms per night for an 
extended period. The program allows for sheltering a maximum of 500,000 
disaster-affected households after a catastrophic event. However, the program’s 
success depends on leveraging the full capabilities of the federal government 
along with state and local governments, the private sector, community members, 
and the disaster survivors. An additional constraint to this program is the 
unknown readiness and availability of FEMA-identified hotel/motel sheltering 
option components. Nationwide, FEMA has identified approximately 46,715 
federally owned unoccupied housing units. These units are readily available; 
however, this option has potential unit habitability and readiness concerns. 
Disaster survivors must be willing to relocate to areas where housing is available, 
and states must agree to accept these survivors. 

Develop plans to purchase, track, and dispose of temporary housing units 
(Moderate! - Since 2008, FEMA has developed extensive plans to purchase, 
track, and dispose of temporary housing units. 

Numerous concerns arose over FEMA’s use of travel trailers after Hurricane 
Katrina. In March 2009, FEMA testified that it will consider the use of travel 
trailers only as a last resort.’^ However, FEMA will consider a state’s specific 
request for travel trailers during extraordinary disaster conditions when no other 
forms of interim housing are available. FEMA managers will apply the following 
conditions: (1) Travel trailers may be authorized only for use on private property; 
(2) FEMA will not authorize travel trailers for use in group sites; (3) FEMA will 
authorize travel trailer use for a maximum of 6 months’ occupancy, and only 
when the level of damage to the occupant’s predisaster dwelling can be repaired 
in less than 6 months; (4) FEMA will provide travel trailers that are within 
formaldehyde levels the state has determined to be acceptable; and (5) FEMA will 
provide units with air exchange controls that meet or exceed FEMA 
specifications. 

In light of the decision to consider travel trailers as a last resort housing option, 
FEMA has been assessing new and innovative forms of temporary alternative 
housing through several programmatic actions. In 2006, Congress appropriated 
$400 million for a FEMA-operated 4-year Alternative Housing Pilot Program. 
Through an interagency agreement with the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development, this program is designed to identify and evaluate better ways to 
house disaster survivors. For example, in Texas, FEMA has developed a housing 
unit that can be assembled in less than 10 hours and can be stored flat for reuse. 


' ' Written testimony of Nancy Ward (then Acting Administrator of FEMA). The title of the hearing: “A New Way 
Home: Findings from the Disaster Recovery Subcommittee Special Report and Working with the New 
Administration on a Way Forward” before the Ad Hoc Subcommittee on Disaster Recovery, Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs, United States Senate. Washington, DC, March IS, 2009. 
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A final report to Congress on the Alternative Housing Pilot Program is due 
Decembers], 2011. 

In 2008, FEMA awarded provisional contracts to seven alternative housing 
manufacturers to install temporary housing units for students attending classes at 
FEMA’s National Emergency Training Center in Emmitsburg, MD. The 
Recovery Division’s Joint Housing Solutions Group continues to monitor and 
evaluate each unit for future suitability to house disaster survivors. 

For FY 2010, FEMA has a baseline inventory of 4,000 ready-for-dispatch 
temporary housing units. In January 2010, FEMA began an effort to sell more 
than 101,000 excess temporary housing units through GSA online auctions.'* 
When the GSA auction closed on January 29, 2010, FEMA had sold most of its 
excess inventory; however, bidders are still in the process of removing the 
housing units. By the end of 201 1, FEMA is scheduled to close all supporting 
storage sites. 

Strengthen state and local commitment to house affected citizens (Modestl - 
Since 2008, FEMA has developed two approaches to strengthen how state and 
local governments assist disaster survivors with temporary housing. However, 
each approach has specific limitations, such as insufficient numbers of 
experienced disaster housing staff, limited federal and state funding, and poor 
coordination with state and local governments. 

In its Disaster Housing Practitioner’s Guide, FEMA said that each state should 
create and maintain a standing disaster housing taskforce. FEMA will assist 
states by providing best practices information, operational guidance, and a 
standardized housing plan template that can be tailored to unique disaster housing 
needs. In 2007, the first State-Led Disaster Housing Taskforce was convened in 
response to the California wildfires. FEMA sent headquarters-based subject 
matter experts to provide technical support when disasters struck American 
Samoa, Iowa, Louisiana, and Texas. However, FEMA has only limited 
headquarters and regional staff to fully execute an expert-based disaster housing 
mission for every disaster. Typically, states do not have disaster housing experts. 
FEMA officials told us that additional federal funding is needed to develop the 
federal and state disaster housing expertise. 

Also, the Housing Strategy stated that when it is necessary to build temporary 
group housing sites, state and local government are responsible for identifying 
public land that is suitable for a group site or, when publicly owned land is 
unavailable, for identifying other sites for FEMA to lease. In this case, FEMA 
emphasizes the role of state and local governments in providing shelter for their 


In response to hurricanes Katrina and Rita in 2005, FEMA purchased 143,699 temporary housing units for a total 
price of over $2.6 billion, an average of more than $18,000 per unit. As a result of the 2010 GSA auctions, more 
than 1 0 1 ,000 of these excess units were sold at an average price of $ 1 ,309 per unit. 
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residents. Given the current budget climate, some state and local governments 
may not fulfill these responsibilities; FEMA will need to encourage the state and 
local role in developing and implementing housing solutions. 

Continuing Concerns 

Since 2008, FEMA has made moderate progress toward developing a 
comprehensive National Disaster Housing Strategy. However, we are concerned 
that FEMA has not clearly defined its roles and responsibilities with regard to the 
long-term housing needs of disaster survivors (i.e., beyond the standard 1 8 
months of assistance). 
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Disaster Workforce 



Background 

The need for a trained, effective disaster workforce is one issue mentioned 
consistently in reports regarding FEMA’s response to Hurricane Katrina. 

FEMA’s disaster workforce consists mainly of reservists who serve temporarily 
during a disaster. FEMA struggled to provide adequate numbers of staff in 
response to Hurricane Katrina and did not have the automated support needed to 
deploy more than 5,000 disaster personnel on short notice. New hires did not 
receive adequate training during FEMA's accelerated orientation process, and 
FEMA did not have a central training records management system. The shortage 
of qualified staff for key positions responding to Hurricane Katrina negatively 
impacted the effectiveness of FEMA's response and recovery operation. 

The Post-Katrina Act provides for rebuilding FEMA’s permanent and reserve 
workforces through tools such as a strategic human capital plan, structured career 
paths, and recruitment and retention bonuses. The act also requires a plan to 
establish and implement a surge workforce, including an adequate number of 
trained personnel to meet specific response team capabilities. 

As FEMA and DHS have evolved, the disaster workforce structure and systems 
have not kept pace. Since 1992, FEMA has initiated 12 studies to look at the use 
and structure of its disaster workforce; however, FEMA has not implemented all 
of the recommendations from those studies. 

We reviewed two critical areas identified as weaknesses after Hurricane Katrina 
to assess FEMA’s efforts to: 
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• Adopt a Strategic Human Capital Plan; and 

• Manage the disaster workforce and integrate workforce management 
tracking systems. 


Adopt a Strategic Human Capital Plan 

Manage the disaster workforce and 
integrate workforce management 
tracking systems 





1 ' 

, . ■ . \ • 1 



Critical Components 

Adopt a Strategic Human Capital Plan (Moderate) - In May 2008, FEMA 
published the “Strategic Human Capital Plan 2008-2012,” which established 
FEMA’s plans for staffing standards, a restructured workforce composition, new 
core competencies, and professional development,'^ This is FEMA’s first official 
plan for managing, strengthening, and building a forward-leaning workforce. The 
strategic plan includes five key strategic initiatives aimed at recruiting and 
maintaining a strong, competent, and credible workforce: 

• Understanding the composition and character of the workforce; 

• Rightsizing the agency; 

• Building core competencies; 

• Training and professionally developing the workforce; and 

• Building the culture of the new FEMA. 

Our 2008 report stated that FEMA completed an assessment of its legacy Disaster 
Assistance Employee program and published the report FEMA: A New Disaster 
Reserve Workforce Model. The report included 25 recommendations, and FEMA 
management identified 9 recommendations that would produce the greatest 
positive near-term effects (see table I). The remaining 16 recommendations 
would be incorporated as a result of completing the first 9 or implemented over a 
longer period. 


FEM.4 Strategic Human Capital Plan 2008-2012 (FEMA P-692), May 2008. 
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Table 1. Top Nine Recommendations from FEMA: A New Disaster Reserve 
Workforce Model 


Rt'ii.iiiiiii'iiiliiiiiiii 

MllfUS 

New Office of FEMA Reserves Organization 

Completed 

Office of FEMA Reserves Management Positions 

Completed 

Cross-Functional Strategic & Operational Plans 

Completed 

Policy Development and Compliance 

Completed in Part 

Policy Communication and Development 
Processes 

Completed in Part 

Position Specific Training and Credentialing 
Requirement 

Completed in Part 

Reserve Workforce Planning Tool 

Completed in Part 

Decision-making Structure 

Completed in Part 

Standard Reservists Levels 

Completed in Part 


Source: FEMA A New Disaster Reserve Workforce Model 


In September 2008, Disaster Reserve Workforce Division staff established an ad 
hoc working group with counterparts in the Transportation Security 
Administration and the U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services to develop a 
concept of operations for the Surge Capacity Force described in section 624 of the 
Post-Katrina Act. The first draft of the concept of operations was completed in 
December 2008. Senior FEMA and DHS management have not approved the 
draft plan. 

Manage the disaster reserve workforce and integrate workforce management 
tracking systems (Modest) - FEMA: A New Disaster Reserve Workforce Model 
recommended that FEMA establish a director-level office to improve the 
effectiveness and efficiency of professional operations and address disaster 
reserve workforce challenges. In response to this recommendation, FEMA 
launched the Disaster Reserve Workforce Division (DRWD) in FY 2008. A key 
aspect of DRWD’s mission is to assist in credentialing and deploying FEMA’s 
full-time workforce and Disaster Reserve Workforce. As of March 2009, the 
Disaster Reserve Workforce consists of 2! cadres located in all 10 FEMA regions 
and at FEMA headquarters. FEMA has 7,995 registered disaster reservists, of 
whom 1,322 are immediately deployable. 

In June 2008, DRWD launched an agency-wide credentialing effort, which 
resulted in the creation of FEMA’s Credentialing Program. The program is 
responsible for the design and implementation of a plan to standardize the 
recruiting, training, and credentialing of FEMA’s Disaster Reserve Workforce. In 
April 2009, FEMA developed the Agency- Wide Disaster Workforce 
Credentialing Plan, which contains the required processes that all cadres must 
implement in order to ensure that FEMA applies a consistent and fair process to 
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credential each cadre member Before the program was developed, disaster 
workforce responsibilities and approaches were not standardized, resulting in 
inconsistent quality and efficiency in delivery of services. 

The Credentialing Program consists of 21 cadres. FEMA reported the following 
results: 


• Eleven cadres have a complete and approved Cadre-Specific Plan (CSP). 
Five of these eleven cadres have migrated to the existing credentialing 
framework; 

• Six cadres have a complete CSP that awaits approval; and 

• Four cadres have begun the initial planning in order to credential their 
disaster workers under the FEMA Qualification System. 

FEMA estimates that half of the Disaster Reserve Workforce will be credentialed 
by the second quarter of FY 2012 and all will be fully credentialed by FY 2013. 
Half of the full-time workforce will also be credentialed by FY 2013 and the rest 
by FY2014. 

Even with the credentialing plans in place, training of newly hired disaster 
professionals continues to be a major challenge. FEMA’s Emergency 
Management Institute (EMI) has developed training courses consistent with the 
requirements in the credentialing plans but is still relying on the old model of 
training staff during deployment.^' FEMA attributes this to EMI’s training 
schedule, which is booked one year in advance. To further address training, 
FEMA is developing an orientation program and related materials to instruct 
newly hired disaster staff on standards of conduct, ethics. Equal Employment 
Opportunity, and other topics. FEMA expects to complete and disseminate the 
Disaster Assistance Employee orientation program by the end of FY 2010. 

DRWD uses the Automated Deployment Database (ADD) to identify and 
maintain a record of the personnel deployed during disasters, with Web ADD 
serving as its online interface. However, the use of Web ADD was suspended 
because it did not adequately monitor employee deployment readiness, length of 
deployment, or location, limiting FEMA managers’ ability to supervise the 
Disaster Relief Workforce. The inability to manage deployment information 
hinders the ability of FEMA staff to manage deployment and disaster activities. 


“ FEMA Agency-Wide Disaster Workforce Credentialing Plan {Apr\\ 2009). 

EM] is FEMA’s training institution in Emmitsburg, MD. 
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Continuing Concerns 

The DRWD is seeking to develop a new system to replace Web ADD and has 
tasked a contractor with performing a functional requirements analysis. The 
DRWD expects to have identified either a commercial-off-the-shelf or 
government-off-the-shelf product by spring 2011. 

Training courses consistent with the Credentialing Program will not be offered 
until FY 201 1, and the new-hire orientation program is still underdevelopment. 
Deployed staff will have to rely on field training until EMI offers the new training 
courses. 

The FEMA workforce has undergone tremendous transformation stemming from 
changes in national laws, policies, and mission focus. The workforce has also 
experienced significant growth in size, workload, and composition to support 
increasing demands, changing processes, and advancing technologies. As a 
result. Congress determined that a baseline assessment of FEMA’s current federal 
workforce, including all disaster reservists, was warranted. In the last quarter of 
FY 2009, FEMA partnered with the Homeland Security Studies and Analysis 
Institute (HSSAl) and launched an agency-wide Integrated Strategic Workforce 
Planning Initiative to develop a capabilities-driven workforce planning effort 
designed to create the FEMA of the 21st century and beyond. The HSSAl 
assessment, which is the first phase of that initiative, assesses FEMA’s workforce 
in both steady state (normal day-to-day operations) and disaster situations (when 
responding to an active disaster).^^ The results of this assessment were provided 
to Congress in May 2010. We will continue to review and assess this important 
initiative. 


HSSAl, Federal Emergency Management Agency Workforce Baseline Assessment (RP09-55-04), March 31, 2010. 
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Mission Assignments 



Background 

FEMA is responsible for coordinating the urgent, short-term emergency 
deployment of federal resources to address threats and for stewardship of the 
associated expenditures from the Disaster Relief Fund. FEMA uses mission 
assignments (MAs) to request disaster response support from other federal 
agencies.^^ Past audits and reviews of MAs have concluded that FEMA's 
management controls were generally not adequate to ensure that: 

• Deliverables (missions tasked) met requirements; 

• Costs were reasonable; 

• Invoices were accurate; 

• Federal property and equipment were adequately accounted for or 
managed; and 

• FEMA’s interests were protected. 

In our 2008 report, of all the areas reviewed, this area needed the most 
improvement. At that time, FEMA had initiated an ambitious project to 
reengineer the processes, relationships, and resources involved in managing MAs. 
An intra/interagency Mission Assignment Working Group (MAWG) was formed 
to review MA processes and procedures and develop recommendations for the 
management of MAs. This group developed processes, policies, and procedures 
that have increased FEMA’s MA effectiveness. 


’’ A mission assignment is a work order issued by FEMA to another federal agency that directs the completion of a 
specific task to meet urgent, immediate, and short-term needs. The assigned federal agency must complete the 
mission assignment within 60 days after the declaration, unless FEMA extends the authorized performance period. 
Mission assignments can include a number of goods and services from a variety of agencies, ranging from 
emergency meals and water to mobile communication teams and medical evacuation of patients. 
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We reviewed three critical components to assess FEMA’s efforts to: 

• Improve guidance for mission assignments (i.e., regulations, policies, and 
operating procedures); 

• Improve staffing and training; and 

• Enhance management of mission assignments. 



Improve staffing and training 


Improve guidance for 
mission assignments 


Enhance management of 
mission assignments 


Critical Components 

Improve guidance for mission assignments tModeratei - FEMA has developed an 
intranet website for MAs that provides documents and guidance necessary to 
execute MAs during an emergency. It includes various reference materials, such 
as policies and procedures, MA authorities, and forms needed to execute MAs. 

The “Pre-Scripted Mission Assignment Catalogue” contains 237 pre-scripted 
MAs.^"* An additional 64 are under development. Pre-scripted MAs provide 
standard “statements of work” and cost estimates developed before an actual 
emergency or disaster and are used to quickly execute MAs with other federal 
agencies. The pre-scripted MAs cover capabilities that are outside an agency’s 
regular or emergency authority, and involve known or frequently used resources. 

Not all MAs have pre-scripted language, as each disaster has unique 
requirements. FEMA developed a standard operating procedures manual for MAs 
that outlines policies, procedures, and processes used to collaborate with other 
federal agencies and organizations when responding to disasters. This manual is 
under revision; the previous version was never issued as final. 

Improve staffing and training tModestf - In FEMA’s latest reorganization, MAs 
were assigned to the Facilities, Assets, and Contracts Management Branch in the 
Response Directorate. This Branch not only develops and manages pre-scripted 


Pre-scripted MAs are prearranged and preapproved agreements between FEMA and other federal agencies to (I ) 
expedite deployment of response assets and (2) allow agencies to be more proactive in moving personnel, 
equipment, and supplies in anticipation of a disaster declaration. 
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MAs, but is also responsible for the Response Directorate’s contract oversight, 
space and office move management, and equipment and supplies purchase 
management. While FEMA has increased its MA staffing in the past few years, it 
relies heavily on contractors to supplement staff during periods of high activity. 

FEMA has developed employee task books for three MA positions (MA Manager, 
MA Specialist, and MA Action Tracker). These task books are posted on 
FEMA’s NRF site. FEMA’s training institute offers several courses that are 
designed for FEMA MA workers and for federal partners often tasked through 
MAs. However, due to budget constraints, recent course offerings have been 
cancelled. 

Previous reviews have recommended that FEMA establish and invest in MAs as a 
program area rather than a collateral functional process or duty that comes into 
play only during an incident response. The development of an MA program 
office, with a dedicated full-time staff and management team, established budget, 
and officially delegated authorities and responsibilities, would substantially 
improve all aspects of the MA process. 

Enhance management of mission assignments (Limited) - Managing and 
accounting for MA resources is crucial to managing the federai response to an 
incident. FEMA has established MA guidance but still faces challenges in its IT 
systems. 

FEMA has developed but not implemented an electronic action request form.^’ 
MA officials say they are having difficulties finding funding for updating any 
systems useful in tracking MAs. FEMA currently uses the Enterprise 
Coordination and Approvals Processing System (eCAPS). This system was 
designed with a focus on the administrative aspects of documenting, approving, 
and reporting on MAs, rather than tracking the actual work requested and 
performed or the status and outcomes of missions.^* Because of the proprietary 
nature of information presented in eCAPS, FEMA’s partners do not have access 
to this system. Once funding is made available, MA officials hope to move to a 
system that will allow more flexibility, while securing data. Additionally, other 
offices with disaster response functions use their own information systems, which 
do not interface with those used in MA and other offices. MA officials say the 
need for an integrated IT system hampers their progress in developing into a truly 
effective enterprise. 


’’ This is the system states use during disaster response to request services and goods. The action request form is not 
standardized throughout FEMA disaster response; each region has developed its own form. 

FEMA 's Sourcing for Disaster Response Goods A Services (OIG-09-96), August 2009. 
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Continuing Concerns 

FEMA management support will be required to implement the MAWG’s 
processes, policies, and procedures. A significant investment of personnel, 
training, time, and budget resources will be required to begin the reengineering 
efforts. Most importantly, MA needs to have reliable IT systems that are 
integrated with its federal partners’ systems, so that information is efficiently and 
effectively shared. After the revised infrastructure has been put into place, an MA 
program office will need resources to sustain the effort. 
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Acquisition Management 



Background 

Acquisition management is more than awarding a contract; it is the entire process 
that begins with identifying and clarifying a mission need and ends with the final 
closeout of an award. Without good acquisition management, response 
capabilities are weakened, taxpayer money is often wasted, and public trust in the 
government falls. 


FEMA’s acquisition function was heavily tasked in responding to hurricanes 
Katrina and Rita and suffered from several shortcomings. These shortcomings 
included a need for predisaster contracts, untrained staff, and insufficient planning 
for postaward monitoring and oversight. In recent years, FEMA management has 
focused on developing the acquisition function to a level that can respond 
effectively and efficiently to another catastrophic disaster. To assess FEMA’s 
progress in this area, we reviewed three critical components: 


• Have predisaster contracts in place; 

• Recruit, train, and retain sufficient acquisition staff; and 

• Provide for postaward oversight. 
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Critical Components 

Have predisaster contracts in place (Substantial) - Awarding contracts before a 
disaster gives FEMA time to run a full and open competition in order to ensure 
the best value to the government. Without predisaster contracts in place, FEMA 
is forced to award contracts on a noncompetitive basis or to less qualified vendors 
in order to support a prompt response. FEMA’s Office of the Chief Procurement 
Officer (OCPO) has developed a series of contracts for each of the FEMA 
directorates needing specific contract support during a disaster. The list of 
contracts is available on FEMA’s intranet and identifies what specifically is 
contracted for, the contracting officer’s technical representative (COTR) and 
contact number, and the responsible OCPO contracting official. 

OCPO officials stress the importance of the quality, rather than quantity, of 
predisaster contracts. Lessons learned from major disasters guide decisions on 
which contracts are no longer needed and the best sources for goods and services. 
For example, FEMA strives to avoid competing with cities and states for 
resources that are available via existing contracts, or for assets that are part of a 
limited pool, such as ambulances and buses. 

OCPO has also created an Acquisition Program and Planning Division, which 
functions as the primary link between acquisitions and the program areas that 
generate requirements, to assist with predisaster contracts. This has proven 
successful, as the program areas now have dedicated contracting support. OCPO 
needs to issue formal guidance requiring FCOs, contracting officers, and purchase 
cardholders to use the predisaster contracts when acquiring goods and services. 

Recruit, train, and retain sufficient acquisition staff fModeratef ~ Currently, 

OCPO has 214 positions authorized, 137 of which are filled. Finding qualified 
candidates and filling open positions continues to be a challenge throughout the 
government. While FEMA and other agencies needing acquisition staff in the 
GS-1 102 job series have received direct hire authorization, all are recruiting from 
the same pool of candidates for both trainee and experienced staffs. The 
acquisition staffing shortages have led some agencies to offer higher pay for 
journey-level staff. This has caused accelerated turnover as staff change agencies 
for promotions, DHS has implemented an intern program in acquisitions to 
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increase 08-1102 staff. FEMA has benefited from this program but still needs 
additional contracting personnel. 

Because of competition among agencies that post their openings on usajobs.gov, 
OCPO is considering using monster.com for posting acquisition openings, 
especially for regional positions. A problematic software system that caused 
delays in hiring has been discontinued, and a few new hires are on board and 
others are expected to be working soon. 

Provide for postaward oversight fModest) - Contracting responsibilities do not 
end with the issuance of an award. In fact, one of the most important aspects of 
the job, contract monitoring and oversight, begins after the award has been made. 
A lack of postaward oversight has been a continuing problem for FEMA. 

OCPO’s Acquisition Policy and Legislation Division has issued directives and 
standard operating procedures to provide additional guidance to staff on contract 
maintenance and monitoring. Policies exist that detail the contents of contract 
files, outline the process for transferring contract files from one contracting 
officer to another, and call for internal reviews of contract files. 

In September 2009, the FEMA Administrator signed a management directive 
establishing a COTR Tiered Certification Program, which has resulted in better 
contractor performance and increased value for taxpayers. The number of trained 
COTRs has increased from 700 to 1,450 since our last report. 

A topic FEMA highlighted in 2008 was the upcoming transition to PRISM as the 
system of record for contract management. FEMA officials said many existing 
contracting documentation problems would be corrected once FEMA adopted 
PRISM as its system of record for contract management. At that time, FEMA 
was using ProTrac. The PRISM transition did not occur because of a contract 
protest outside of FEMA’s control. Until PRISM can be installed, FEMA 
continues to use an upgraded version of ProTrac. This version provides FEMA 
with additional tools to improve contract management, but despite improvement 
to the available IT systems, FEMA still experiences contract management issues. 

Continuing Concerns 

While FEMA has made progress in a number of areas and has improved its 
acquisition management function, many concerns remain. FEMA said many 
more predisaster contracts are in place. However, some Joint Field Office 
officials and contracting personnel still contract separately for the same goods 
rather than using the established contracts. 

OCPO officials acknowledged that hiring continues to be a major concern. The 
vacancy rate is almost 36%, although the rate is unusually high because of 
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recently authorized positions and past problems with a software program. There 
are too few people to meet the government-wide need for acquisition personnel. 
FEMA is unable to retain experienced personnel, who obtain promotions by 
moving to other agencies. FEMA-specific incentives are not in place to attract or 
retain personnel. 

Even though OCPO has hired a number of contracting employees, a FEMA 
official said new contracting personnel often have less than three years of 
experience. It is critical that FEMA have an effective training regimen for these 
new employees. 
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Mitigation 



Background 

FEMA leads and supports a risk-based, comprehensive emergency management 
system to reduce the loss of life and property and to protect the Nation from all 
hazards. Mitigation, considered the cornerstone of emergency management, 
attempts to prevent hazards from developing into disasters or to reduce the effects 
of disasters when they occur. The mitigation phase differs from the other phases 
of emergency management in that it focuses on long-term actions to reduce or 
eliminate risk from hazards and their effects. 

Hazards typically fall into three broad categories: natural, technological, and 
manmade. Natural hazards are generally associated with weather and geological 
events, such as floods, hurricanes, tornados, or earthquakes. Technological 
hazards refer to human activities such as dam and levee construction or the 
manufacture, transportation, storage, and use of hazardous materials. Manmade 
hazards are typically associated with criminal or terrorist attacks using weapons 
such as explosive, biological, or chemical agents. 

Mitigating a hazard can involve both structural and process measures. Structural 
mitigation measures are generally technology-based solutions such as building 
flood levees and designing new or retrofitting existing buildings to make them 
more resistant to hazards. Process measures include policy-based measures such 
as enacting land use ordinances that prohibit residential development in flood- 
prone areas or requiring hazard insurance for structures susceptible to hurricanes. 

The principal federal statutes guiding disaster mitigation at the state and local 
levels are the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (P.L. 90-448), the Stafford 
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Act, and the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 (P.L. 106-390). The National Flood 
Insurance Act established the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP), which 
encourages local governments to mitigate flood risks through local regulation and 
financial incentives. The Stafford Act is the country’s basic disaster relief law 
and authorizes disaster programs implemented by FEMA. The Disaster 
Mitigation Act established the requirement for state and local hazard mitigation 
plans as a precondition for receipt of federal hazard mitigation project funds. 

FEMA’s Mitigation Directorate manages a range of programs designed to reduce 
future losses to homes, businesses, schools, public buildings, and critical facilities 
from natural disasters. It also provides building design guidance for mitigating 
multihazard events and promotes state and local multihazard mitigation planning. 

To assess FEMA’s progress in this area, we reviewed the following critical 
components: 

• Develop an integrated National Hazard Mitigation Strategy; 

• Improve local hazard mitigation planning process; and 

• Improve hazard mitigation operations and outcomes. 



Develop an integrated National 
Hazard Mitigation Strategy 


Improve local hazard mitigation 
planning process 


Improve hazard mitigation 
operations and outcomes 


Critical Components 

Develop an integrated National Hazard Mitigation Strategy CModestl - The 
FY 2010 Quadrennial Homeland Security Review defines broad national 
objectives for mitigation:^’ 

• Reduce the vulnerability of individuals and families: Improve individual 
and family capacity to reduce vulnerabilities and withstand disasters. 

• Mitigate risks to communities: Improve community capacity to withstand 
disasters by mitigating known and anticipated hazards. 

The challenge for FEMA is to translate these objectives into an integrated national 
hazard mitigation strategy. Our October 2009 report stated that a coordinated 


Quadrennial Homeland Security Review Report. A Strategic Framework for a Secure Homeland. February 2010. 
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risk-based, all-hazards mitigation strategy mandated by the Post-Katrina Act had 
yet to be developed?* We recommended that FEMA use the established network 
of mitigation partners along with enhanced collaboration with DHS components, 
other federal agencies, and private sector stakeholders to develop and implement a 
risk-based, all-hazards mitigation strategy. FEMA is striving to accomplish this 
by working through the White House sponsored Long-Term Disaster Recovery 
Working Group to address pre- and post-disaster all-hazards mitigation. FEMA 
has also collaborated with the National Emergency Management Association to 
develop a strategic white paper, Recommendaliom for an Effective National 
Mitigation Effort, which outlines principles and approaches for hazard mitigation 
at the national, state, local, and tribal levels. 

improve local hazard mitigation planning process IModeratel - The Disaster 
Mitigation Act established requirements for state and local hazard mitigation 
plans. In the subsequent decade, FEMA has effectively promoted mitigation 
planning, and as of March 2009, 50 states, 6 territories, 33 tribal governments, 
and 18,000 local jurisdictions had approved local mitigation plans, covering 
approximately 77% of the Nation’s population. 

The challenge going forward is to improve the quality and impact of this 
mitigation planning enterprise and, ultimately, to reduce disaster losses and 
expenditures below what they would have been otherwise. The long-term nature 
of most mitigation planning makes it hard to measure effectiveness, and FEMA is 
working with DHS Centers of Excellence and independent researchers to develop 
better measurement frameworks and tools. 

State and local hazard mitigation officials continue to report large gaps in the 
capacity and will of communities to plan and implement mitigation strategies. 

One consequence of the lack of local capacity is a costly reliance on external 
consultants to develop and write hazard mitigation plans. Further, the intent of 
local planning is to engage local stakeholders in the planning process, because 
they are in the best position to identify and address local risks and vulnerabilities. 

Improve hazard mitieation operations and outcomes (Moderate) - FEMA faces a 
number of challenges in its efforts to improve hazard mitigation operations and 
outcomes. The most important challenge is the scope and complexity of the 
mitigation landscape — literally thousands of entities and individuals must work 
together in a loosely coordinated effort to achieve nationally significant results. 
Mitigation stakeholders, including flood plain managers, risk managers, insurers, 
property developers, homeowners, government officials, environmentalists, and 
the public at large, bring conflicting priorities and interests to any discussion of 
mitigation. 


FEMA 's Progress in All-Hazards Mitigation (OiG-10-03), October 2009. 
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A second major challenge is that FEMA is limited by statute to the promotion of 
effective mitigation and does not have the authority to compel property owners to 
mitigate floods or other hazards. This is true even when hazard mitigation 
appears desperately needed, as in the case of repetitively flooded properties that 
drain resources from the NFIP. 

In the face of these systemic challenges, however, FEMA has achieved a number 
of mitigation successes, strengthening resilience in communities across the United 
States. Most important, the NFIP currently has more than 5.6 million policies in 
force, protecting property owners against building and contents damage from 
flooding. 

More than 2 1,000 communities across the United States and its territories 
participate in the NFIP by adopting and enforcing flood plain management 
ordinances to reduce future flood damage. In exchange, the NFIP makes federally 
backed flood insurance available to homeowners, renters, and business owners in 
these communities. Community participation in the NFIP is voluntary. Buildings 
constructed in compliance with NFIP building standards suffer approximately 
80% less damage annually than those not built in compliance. FEMA estimates 
that $1.2 billion in flood losses are avoided annually because communities have 
implemented flood plain management requirements. 

In addition to providing flood insurance and reducing flood damages through 
flood plain management regulations, the NFIP identifies and maps the Nation’s 
flood plains. Mapping flood hazards creates broad-based awareness of the 
hazards and provides the data needed for flood plain management programs and 
to actuarially rate new construction for flood insurance. 

Although it has achieved significant successes in its 42-year history, the NFIP 
also faces a number of systemic challenges that pose financial and operational 
risks to FEMA and the American taxpayer. These challenges, which we, the 
OAO, and others have discussed in depth include: (1) a lack of geographical 
balance (68% of policies are written in five states); (2) a lack of financial balance 
(the NFIP bears the underwriting risk while paying private insurers up to two- 
thirds of all premium revenue to write policies and process claims); (3) a lack of 
market penetration (fewer than 50% of property owners nationally in 100-year 
flood plains carry flood insurance); (4) extreme vulnerability to catastrophic 
disasters (post-Katrina claims payouts exceeded the total amount of all claims 
paid in the history of the NFIP from 1978 to 2004); and (5) a lack of consensus 
and funding among FEMA, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and levee districts 
regarding how and when to upgrade and accredit levees. The history of the NFIP 
has shown that these issues are likely to continue to challenge the NFIP and its 
stakeholders in the years ahead. 
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Continuing Concerns 

Opportunities for improvement can be found in all phases of the mitigation 
planning and implementation process. These opportunities are generally known 
to primary mitigation stakeholders at the federal, state, and community levels, but 
will require focused, systematic effort to achieve. The key for FEMA will be to 
integrate these diverse stakeholders into the effort, and to coordinate and access 
the full range of mitigation resources. There are a number of opportunities for 
improvement, including the following: 

• Continue working with the Long-Term Disaster Recovery Working 
Group, the National Emergency Management Association, and other 
stakeholders to develop an integrated national hazard mitigation strategy. 

• Continue standing up the NFIP Reform Working Group to involve 
multiple stakeholders in shaping the future NFIP. 
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Conclusion and Recommendations 

FEMA is under increasing pressure to provide more assistance to state, local, and tribal 
governments whose diminishing resources in tough economic times are quickly 
overwhelmed by large and catastrophic disasters. It is more important than ever that 
FEMA be prepared to assist state, local, and tribal first responders. 

FEMA has made progress in all of the areas we reviewed, although in some areas this 
progress has been modest. In a number of other preparedness areas, FEMA identified 
corrective actions, but implementation has not yet begun. FEMA would benefit from 
increased oversight of key preparedness areas to ensure that implementation of initiatives 
is sustained. 

The following concerns are common to our review of the critical components: 

• The need for more effective coordination with state, local, and tribal 
governments; 

• The need for IT systems that are updated and integrated agency-wide; 

• Too few experienced staff to handle the increasing workload; and 

• Funding that is not adequate to maintain initiatives; meet the costs of disasters; 
and recruit, train, and retain staff. 

FEMA is an agency that is in a constant state of flux. With so much change, it is often 
difficult for staff to determine the agency’s current priorities. Plans, initiatives, draft 
guidance, and working groups often, understandably, take a back seat to disaster response 
and recovery, and momentum toward finalization and implementation of key initiatives is 
slowed or lost. In light of FEMA’s increased involvement in routine disasters, coupled 
with the recent economic downturn, which has resulted in some state and local 
governments reducing their emergency management funding, we remain concerned about 
whether FEMA has sufficient staff focused on planning and preparedness efforts. 

We and the GAO have made many recommendations in our audits of FEMA operations 
that involve the key preparedness areas mentioned in this report. Many of these 
recommendations remain open. (See appendix C for a list of recent OIG and GAO 
reports.) We will continue to work with FEMA to ensure that corrective action plans are 
developed and that progress is made in fully implementing report recommendations. In 
addition, we plan to report the status of recommendations in our semiannual report. 

Our 2008 report, FEMA 's Preparedness for the Next Catastrophic Disaster, made 
recommendations that touched on most of the critical areas discussed above. We 
recommended: (1) improving the agency’s overall awareness of its readiness for a 
catastrophic disaster; (2) developing and sustaining systems to track the progress of major 
programs, initiatives, and other activities; and (3) regularly sharing reports on the status 
of such activities with key stakeholders. We reiterate the recommendations, which 
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remain open, and will continue to work with FEMA to ensure that progress is made 
toward better preparedness for the next catastrophic disaster. 

Management Comments and OIG Analysis 

FEMA provided written comments on the draft of this report and concurred with the three 
recommendations. We consider the three recommendations resolved but open, pending 
receipt and review of FEMA’s corrective action plan. FEMA also provided technical 
comments, which we have incorporated into the report as appropriate. (FEMA’s written 
comments are in appendix B.) 

FEMA provided updated information subsequent to OIG fieldwork, interviews, and 
message meetings with high-level FEMA officials. While we have incorporated this 
information where appropriate, we did not validate this additional information or adjust 
our assessment of FEMA’s progress in the ten key preparedness areas. 

FEMA provided specific comments in eight of ten preparedness areas. Our analysis of 
FEMA’s comments in three areas is provided below: 

Overall Planning: FEMA stated that the draft report does not reflect the full extent to 
which FEMA’s assessment of the nation’s preparedness has improved over the last two 
years. Specifically, FEMA said that we did not mention several reports that it deemed 
important. However, the reports were not provided, and their importance was not 
stressed during OIG interviews and message meetings with high-level officials. On page 
14 of our draft report, we stated that FEMA was working to complete the draft National 
Preparedness Report. At the time of our assessment, the draft report was in the clearance 
phase with OMB. 

Also, FEMA said that we should have included the Regional Catastrophic Preparedness 
Grant Program in our report because the program is a major effort with numerous 
initiatives focusing on planning for catastrophic events. However, FEMA did not provide 
documentation to support the implementation of specific program initiatives. 

Logistics: FEMA contended that it has made substantial progress establishing a national 
supply chain strategy, one of the critical components we assessed. With its comments, 
FEMA provided us with presentations on a tiered sourcing concept and concepts of 
resource support for the 2009 and 2010 hurricane seasons. We appreciate this additional 
information. However, even considering this information, FEMA’s progress in this area 
does not rise to the level of substantial implementation. While we acknowledge that 
numerous working groups and teams have been created to support the national supply 
chain strategy, full scale implementation of the strategy has not yet occurred. 

Evacuations: FEMA noted that the Regional Catastrophic Preparedness Grant Program 
is designed to support planning for catastrophic events, including evacuation planning. 
FEMA said that 10 of 1 1 sites have projects related to evacuation planning efforts for 
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their regions. However, FEMA has not provided specific documentation supporting 
implementation of evacuation planning efforts. 

Also, FEMA stated that it did not understand why its preparedness to support a regional 
or large-scale evacuation remains a concern after the successful evacuation in response to 
Hurricane Gustav. The concern persists for several reasons, including the need for 
increased staff and funding in the Planning Division, the need to complete the 
Operational Annex to the Mass Evacuation Incident Annex in the National Response 
Framework, and the challenges inherent in evacuations of large metropolitan areas. 

In addition, FEMA provided comments in five areas: Emergency Communications, 
Housing, Disaster Workforce, Acquisition Management, and Mitigation. We believe that 
the report was responsive to FEMA’s observations in these areas. FEMA did not provide 
comments in two areas: Coordination and Support, and Mission Assignments. 

We look forward to working with FEMA as corrective action plans are developed to 
address the recommendations in this report. 
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Appendix A 

Purpose, Scope, and Methodology 


We conducted a high-level “scorecard” assessment of FEMA’s 
preparedness to respond to the next catastrophic disaster. Together with 
FEMA officials, we identified ten key areas as those most vital to FEMA’s 
preparedness: 

• Overall Planning 

• Coordination and Support 

• Emergency Communications 

• Logistics 

• Evacuations 

• Housing 

• Disaster Workforce 

• Mission Assignments 

• Acquisition Management 

• Mitigation 

Within each area, numerous critical actions need to take place before 
FEMA is sufficiently prepared for a catastrophic disaster. To use our time 
and resources wisely, we collaborated with FEMA officials to select two 
to four critical components within each key area. Most of the critical 
components we assessed in 2010 were the same as in 2008. For a few 
areas, components were revised based on collaboration with FEMA 
officials and the current level of agreed-upon importance. We: 

• Interviewed FEMA officials to obtain information and supporting 
documentation; 

• Reviewed reports and testimony from our office, GAO, Congress, 
and others regarding FEMA’s readiness (see appendix C); 

• Reviewed documents provided by FEMA, including plans, 
policies, organization charts, and self-assessments; 

• Reviewed applicable laws, such as the Stafford Act (P.L. 100-707), 
Homeland Security Act (P.L. 107-296), and Post-Katrina Act (P.L. 
109-295); and 

• Conducted message meetings with FEMA officials from April 29 
to May 21, 2010, to discuss review results. 

Our ratings for the ten key areas are based on a four-tiered system ranging 
from “limited or no progress” to “substantial progress.” Throughout this 
report, we based our ratings on the following criteria: 

Limited or No Progress : There is an awareness of the critical issues 
needing to be addressed, but specific corrective actions have not been 
identified. Within this phase, interim steps include a problem analysis, 
discussion of corrective actions, and development of a strategic plan. 
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Modest Progress : Corrective actions have been identified, but 
implementation is not yet underway. Within this phase, interim steps 
include selecting corrective actions, obtaining management approval, 
planning for implementation, and securing funding commitments from 
DHS for each action. 

Moderate Progress : Implementation of corrective actions is underway, but 
few if any have been completed. 

Substantial Progress : Most or all of the corrective actions have been 
implemented. 

The 2010 ratings were assessed independently from the 2008 ratings. 

We used the critical components, as well as our broader knowledge of the 
key areas, to gauge FEMA’s overall progress. For ease of understanding, 
we used the same rating categories used to rate the critical components 
within each area; however, we adapted the criteria to present a better 
picture of FEMA’s overall progress. For example, to achieve moderate 
progress overall, FEMA would have to identify and complete more than a 
few corrective actions. To achieve a rating of substantial progress overall, 
FEMA would have to complete most corrective actions in the key 
preparedness area. 

We conducted our review between November 2009 and May 2010 under 
the authority of the Inspector General Act of 1978, as amended, and 
according to the Quality Standards for Inspections issued by the 
President’s Council on Integrity and Efficiency. Major OIG contributors 
to the review are identified in appendix D. 
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Appendix B 

Management Comments to the Draft Report 


U.S. of flmaotoiKl Sccturity 

WiKtfBi^ti, IX* 2fM72 



FEMA 


AUG 6 20K) 


MEMORANDUM FOR: Matt Jadacki 

Assistant Inspector Oencral 

Office of Emergency Management Overaigljt 

Office of Inspector General 


FROM: 


David J. Kaufinan A 
OircGlor '/ 

Office of Policy and Program Analysis 


SUBJECT: Comments on OIG Draft Report, FKMA 's Preparedness far the 

Next Catastrophic Disaster - An Update 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Office of Inspector GeneraTs 
(OlG's) subject draft audit report. As the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
works toward refining its programs, the OlG’s independem analysis of program performance 
greatly benefits our ability to continuously improve our activities 

We are happy to note that since your report in March 2008, 010-08-34, FEMA ‘s Preparedness 
for the Next Catastrophic Disaster, we have improved our performance in four of the nine 
preparedness areas (Emergency Communications, Evacuations, Housing, and Mission 
Assignments) you chose to evaluate and remained steady in the remaining areas. One new area, 
Mitiption has been added for this current review. Overall, we arc very pleased that you have 
recogni/!cd our efforts and consider this to be a very favurablc report. 

FEMA concurs with the draft report's three recommendations which are reiterations of those 
contained in your 2008 reporL We have implemented many of die previous OtO 
lecommcndations cited in Appendix C of your report and continue to develop corrective action 
plans for others. Clearly these efforts have led to the improved "saires” recorded in this updated 
report. 

Our following comments, many containing updated information for your consideration when 
preparing the final report, arc organized by the preparedness areas in your report. Technical 
comments have been provided under separate cover. 


WWTsr.feOHUftHf 
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Overall Planning 

The draft rqjort docs not reflect the fijll extent to which FEMA’s assessment of our nation's 
preparedness has improved over the past two years. For example, in this section the draft 
specifies the Cost to Capabilities initiative and Gap Analysis Programs (GAP) but does not 
mention the last three annual State Preparedness Reports, the most recent of which has evolved 
to a capabilitics-based, quantitative self-assessment of each State’s preparedness. It also does 
not reference the draft National Pr^aredness Report, which is currently in concurrence. These 
reports demonstrate that FEMA has substantially improved our assessments of 
capabilities/readiness at the national, state, and local levels. 

With reject to the draft report’s statement regarding an effort to update the status of 
catastrophic planning, more current information is now available. Protection and National 
Preparedness (PNP) has completed a review of the current status of catastrophic planning in all 
50 states, six territories/ districts, and 75 of the Nation’s largest urban areas. This analysis shows 
that, while significant progress has been made in core aspects of planning, there remains a gap in 
planning for the unique issues faced during catastrophic events. 

Similarly, with respect to the information about Citizen Corps Councils, more updated 
information is available. Expanded online data collection tools to assess the activities of Citizen 
Corps Councils and Community Emergency Response Team (CERT) prop-ams nationwide have 
been developed and were approved on February 12, 2010 by the Office of Management and 
Budget (0MB), FEMA is in the process of conducting outreach and technical assistance on the 
tools and is expecting to launch the tools in September 2010. Once the registration process is 
complete, anticipated by the end of November 2010, FEMA expects to contact the identified 
sponsoring organization for an appropriate sample size to verify the Council/CERT program and 
to confirm die listed point of contact. Expanded data collection will allow FEMA to maintain a 
greater understanding of both activity levels and challenges facing local councils and CERT 
programs in the activities they conduct to engage the community in planning for disasters and to 
prepare individuals and organizations. States will maintain their role in the approval process for 
re-registered Councils and the CERT Program. By December 30, 2010 FEMA will release a 
report of the data contained in the new Council and CERT program r^stries. FEMA believes in 
the importance of presenting the public with accurate information and will work to ensure the 
accuracy of the registry data of Citizen Corps Councils and CERT Programs on an ongoing 
basis. 

We also wish to point out that community preparedness is integrated throughout FEMA’s 
primary strategic tools including The Quadrennial Homeland Security Review (QHSR); A 
Strategic Framework for a Secure Homeland, released by the Department of Homeland Security 
in February 2010. The QHSR offers a vision for a secure homeland and a resilient people where 
resilience is defined as the need to “foster individual, community, and system robustness, 
adaptability, and capacity for rapid recovery.” The FEMA Administrator’s Intent for Building 
the FY 2012-2016 Future Year Homeland Security Program, also released in February 2010, 
echoes this theme of integrating participation from all sectors and from the public at large. In 
addition, the National Protection Directorate (NPD) strategic plan will identify partnerships 
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throughout the Agency to ensure a “whole of Agency" effort on pre-incident pr^aredness 
actions. The NPD strategic plan will incorporate the elements identified in the Community 
Preparedness Strategc Approach, as well as the 2009 NPD Operating Plan, the FEMA Strategic 
Plan and other relevant documents. NPD plans to have a strategic plan developed by the end of 
Calendar Year 2010. 

Your draft report also fails to mention the Regional Catastrophic Preparedness Grant Program 
(RCPGP). This is a major effort underway with 1 1 Urban Area Security Initiatives to focus on 
planning for catastrophic events. The RCPGP provides funding and resourcra for foe fall- 
spectrum of catastrophic planning activities. The RCPGP is focused on the local and regional 
levels of government, and requires a chartered Regional Catastrophic Planning Team to address 
the diallenges faced when platming for these events. Significant progress has been made to date 
in creahng relationships, conducting joint planning, and producing products usefal to foe 
participants and the nation at large. 

While the Overall Planning Section is rightfully concentrated on PNP, Response Catastrophic 
Planning efforts have been ongoing and are now a priority of the Administrator and of foe Office 
of Response and Recovery. The following bullets reflect strong progress, continued success, and 
a path forward towards catastrophic planning by foe Response Directorate and its Planning 
Division; 

o Response is currently working to align existing federal response planning initiatives such 
as foe Gap Analysis Program (GAP), catastrophic planning, evacuation planning, and 
emergency communications planning into a coordinated operational planning effort, 
o These planning initiatives are now merged into one Plaruiing Division which will provide 
technical assistance planning teams to assist with national and regional plan development, 
o The Planning Division is working closely with both Logistics and Recovery Directorates, 
o The Response Directorate is working with foe National Preparedness Directorate to align 
the grant program initiatives with Regional, State, and local planning, 
o In 2010, Response published a document intended to ensure plan consistency. The 
Regional Catastrophic Planning Guide serves as a “how to” for FEMA regional planners 
involved in any type of collaborative planning effort with Federal, slate, territorial, and 
tribal partners. 

o Our largest catastrophic planning iniUative, the New Madrid Seismic Zone, is on target to 
be completed by September 2010. 

Emergency Communications 

We submit the following additional information on the Regional Emergency Communications 
Coordination Workgroups (RECCWGs) referenced in this section of foe draft report These tai 
Workgroups have been established to address interoperable emergency communications 
concerns: 

o RECCWGs are mandated planning and coordinating bodies responsible for providing 
a forum to assess and address the survivability, sustainability, operability, and 
interoperability of emergency communications systems at all levels of government. 
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o RECCWGs provide insight into regional preparedness efforts by serving as a 
mechanism for state, local, and tribal agencies to support FEMA and other Federal 
agencies in defining and inte^ating emergency commtmications support during an 
incident. 

Updated information is also available regarding the status of emergency communications plans. 
To dale 3! states and 9 regions have emergency communications plans with 4 more state plans 
slated to be completed this fised year and the one remaining regional plan in its final stages. 

The remaining state plans will be completed at a rate of 6 per year under the current budget. We 
are also doing an annex for American Samoa which had not been planned but additional 
resources were identified to support the Tsunami alert and warning system initiative. 

Widi respect to progress in the emergency communications area, we would point to the Public 
Safety Interoperable Communications (PSIC) Grant Program, which is administered by the 
Department of Commerce (DOC) in consultation with Department of Homeland Security 
(DHS)/FEMA, as a leading example of a Federal program that supports emergency 
communications activities. More than 90 percent (S8 1 1 million) of PSIC ftinds were designated 
by State and local agencies for acquisition and deployment of equipment that will increase 
emergency communications interoperability. Jurisdictions invested in ail frequency bands 
(sp«:ifically, VHF, UHF, 700 MHz, and 800 MHz) and relied heavily on advanced and 
standards-based (such as Project 25 [P25]) technology, including Internet Protocol (IP), satellite, 
and video for public safety purposes. 

In consideration of the available Federal fonding support for emergency communications 
technology, DHS/FEMA and the DHS Office of Emergency Communication (OEC) opted to 
maximize the impact of the Intaoperable Emergency Communications Grant Program (lECGP) 
fonding by focusing on strengthening state and local governance structures, to enable them to: 

(a) implement a statewide plan; (b) ensure that those plans align with national goals and 
objectives; (c) effectively manage large communications projects; and (d) improve emergency 
corrununications capabilities. 

Logistics 

nie draft report indicates that FEMA has only made moderate progress since the 2008 audit in 
establishing a national supply chain strategy. Significant progress has been made on maturation 
of the national supply chain by building strong partnerships and developing clearly identified 
sourcing strategies for “routine” through catastrophic events. Consequently it is our position that 
we have made substantial progress in this area since 2008. All of our efforts have been 
consistent with the Post-lCatrina Emergency Management Reform Act of 2006 (PKEMRA) 
mandate requiring the Administrator to develop an efficient, transparent, and flexible logistics 
system for procurement and delivery of goods and saviccs necessary for an effective and timely 
response to major disasters, acts of terrorism, and other emergencies and for real-time visibility 
of items at each point throughout the logistics system. This legislation precipitated the National 
Logistics Coordinator (NLC) concept that is currently incorporated in the National Response 
Framework, Emergency Support Function, ESF #7 (Logistics Management and Resource 
Support), and the accompanying ESF #7 Annex. 
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Specifically, our national supply chain strategy is based upon a tiered sourcing concept that 
aligns with the incident magnitude (copy of this informafion to he provided under separate 
cover). Our deliberate planning efforts for effective supply chain support begin with our 
Regional Planning Assistant Team (RPAT). This team consists of Headquarters Logistics 
Planners who are individually assi^ed to each of our ten regions. The team works through our 
regional Logistics Chiefe, who work with their r«pective states to develop regional logistics 
support requirements. Once developed, the Resource Management Group (RMG), as mentioned 
in the OIG report, develops the definitive sourcing plan for each state. Both our 2009 and 2010 
Hurricane Season Concept of Resource Support Briefs (copies to be provided under separate 
cover) are the direct outcomes of this process. Additionally, this concept was used to support 
two of the most challenging supply chain scenarios since Katrina, Haiti and Samoa. As 
described in the FEMA Tiered Sourcing Strategy/Planning document, the total cost of 200S 
logistics support (including Hurricanes Gustav and Ike) exceeded J1 billion and 2009 (including 
the American Samoa Tsunami) over $42 million. The complexity, scale and efficiency of service 
and support provided during 2008 and 2009, could not have been accomplished without a highly 
effective national supply chain strategy. 

Additionally, this report should note and emphasize that FEMA routinely collaborates with both 
DHS Science & Technology (S&T) and the FEMA Office of the Chief Information Officer 
(CIO). Specifically, the FEMA OCIO has appointed a dedicated Delivery Manager to the 
Logistics Supply Chain Management System (LSCMS) Program. Additionally, FEMA conducts 
weekly 30-minute Executive Briefings which the CIO personally attends. FEMA also conducts 
bi-weekly meetings which the project managers, along with OCIO key players attend. The 
FEMA CIO artends and co-chairs this meeting. 

Evacuations 

This section in the drafi report mentions the Catastrophic Disaster Planning Initiative but nothing 
about the Regional Catastrophic Preparedness Grant Program. As discuss^ above, the RCPGP 
is designed to support planning for catastrophic events to include evacuation planning. To date, 
ten of the eleven sites have projects relating to evacuation planning efforts for their regions. 

Also, the National Plan Review mentions several elements of progress regarding evacuation 
planning that should be included in this section. For example, the Evacuation Planning 
Technical Assistance program created in 2(K)7 has been delivered 1 5 times since its inception 
and also states and urban areas have indicated an increased confidence in their Public Protection 
and Evacuation appendices. 

We would also like to point out additional information regarding GAP. The GAP mission has 
remained the same; however, the former program has been integrated with a holistic approach 
and in a new functional organizational framework to achieve the same mission. GAP is now 
considered a tool not a program or how we develop a plan. It is an analytical tool to help 
develop initial mission analysis and staff estimates, which are both key steps in plan 
development. FEMA will continue to develop interagency and regonal plans in FY20IO and 
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FY20! 1 . The staffing estimate and capability assessment process is an imperative stq) in the 
development of these plans. 

Finally, we do not understand why our preparedness to support a regional or large-scale 
evacuation still remains in question. Over 2 million people were successfully evacuated during 
the 2008 hurricane season with Gustav and Ike. 

Housing 

FEMA requests that you add the following information to your Housing section; “In addition to 
the progress FEMA has made towards improving the interagency and intergovernmental 
coordination of disaster housing through the progress of the National Disaster Housing Task 
Force, FEMA has also worked to clarify the roles and responsibilities of Individual Assistance 
(lA) personnel and key external stakeholders through its lA Disaster Housing Concept of 
Operations (DHOPS CONOPS). The DHOPS CONOPS will identify and explain the major 
program activities associated with providing FEMA disaster housing program while 
documenting each activities purpose, intended sequence, preferred methodology, and 
performance targets." 

With respect to your discussion regarding the Non-congregate Housing Program, we request that 
you include the following: “FEMA has also developed a Non-congregate Housing Program that 
allows for sheltering 500,000 disaster-affected households after a catastrophic event. This Non- 
congregate Housing Program uses hotels and motels or federally-owned unoccupied housing 
units as a sheltering resource. Each option has unique challenges. 

FEMA maintains a contract to place disaster survivors in hotel/motel rooms for an extended 
period. The vendor has access to a network of 14,000 participating hotels across the entire 
nation, and has proven capability of housing more than 93,000 households in a single night. 
However, hotels are not a long-term solution; they are a transition to longer term housing 
resources. The program’s success depends on the ability to register disaster survivors quickly 
and on the existence of available hotel/motel resources where disastw victims have relocated. 

In support of sheltering individuals in federally-owned and unoccupied housing units, FEMA has 
woiked with other federal partners to identify approximately 46,7 1 5 units nationwide. Although 
these units are available, there are several constraints on this program. States must be willing 
and able to receive disaster survivors, disaster survivors must be willing to relocate to areas 
where this housing is available, and available units may not be ready for immediate occupancy 
without first bang repaired.” 

While the report indicates that “FEMA has only limited headquarters and regional staff to fully 
execute an expert-based disaster housing mission for every disaster,” we wish to point out that 
we are currently hiring and training more full time staff in the regional offices to increase 
capacity in this area. 

With respect to encouraging the state and local role in developing and implementing housing 
solutions, the National Disaster Housing Task Force will work in conjunction with the FEMA 
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regional offices te encoumge and provide technical assistance to slates for developing their 
State- Led Disasiw Housing Task Forces (SLDHTF)- The goal is to develop SLDHTFs in all 

stat«- 

Ptsaster Workforce 

FEMA noi« the following four significant developments regarding the disaster workforce: 

Intention of the Disaster Reserve Workforce Division (DRWD) and the Office of the Chief 
Componenl Human Capita Officw (OCCHCO) - as mentioned in the OiG draft report, 
establi^mg and fully staffing a reserve-only program office was noted in the 2007 Agency 
asstasment as the highest priority action which would transfonn the Disastw Reserve Wotkforce. 
While the assesaneni provided management with an initial focus for our efforts - the Disaster 
R«CTve Workforce - we also identified shortftdls in the efforts and resources to sustain FEMA’s 
full-time wwkforce, which also deploys dunng active disasters. In addition, it resulted in the 
duplication of efforts by the Disaster Reserve Workforce and Human Capital Divisions, whidi 
maintained separate budget management, policy development, and information systons 
functions. In February 2010, as part of a broader Headquarters realignment, the Disaster Reserve 
Woikforce and Hmnan Capital Divisions were integrated into a new OCCHCO. As a result, the 
Disaster Workforce Division now oversees the readiness and deployment functions for the entire 
disaster workforce of full-time and Reserve employees, while at the same time a oitical mass of 
staffing in the budget, policy and system areas arc able to provide more effective services to both 
the institutional workforce and the deployable workforce. 

Agcncy-Widc Credemialing Program • FEMA recognaes the need to prepare and deploy disaster 
workers who perform at expected standards of performance While the existing credentialing 
program represents a vital first step forward, FEMA's credentialing program must be 
reconfigured to meet the demands of emerging operating doctrine, as well as to provide unity of 
effort with all levels of the emergency management community at the federal, state, local, tribal, 
and private sector levels. 

In Mardi 2010, FEMA began working on broadening the oversight of its Agency-wide 
credentialing program. Oversight of credemialing FEMA employees was transfored to the 
D^uty Administrator for Protection and National Preparedness. This change brings under one 
organizational “hat" a wide array of credentialing initiatives for which FEMA is responsible, and 
places them in the entity which ensures unity of efforts in line with the National Response 
Framework. 

In addition to changes in program oversight, FEMA will begin moving from the existing 
approach to one which requires demonstrated performance in training and in the field in order to 
be crcdentialed. This is an approach which incorporates best practices from the model employed 
by the National Wildfire Control Group. 

As FEMA builds out this new “FEMA Qualification System," execution of the existing 
credentialing program continues At this time. FEMA reports the following updated status for 
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the existing program documented in the bulleted list on page 44 of the draft report: 

• Eleven cadres have a complete and approved Cadre-Specific Plan (CSP). Five of these 
eleven cadres have migrated to the existing credentialing fi-amework. 

• Six cadres have a complete CSP that awaits approval. 

• No cadres have a CSP that is actively in development. 

• Four cadres have begun the initial planning in order to credential their disaster workers 
under the FEMA Qualification System. 

Impact of Disaster Relief Funds Restrictions - a dtird development experienced subsequent to 
OiQ interviews conducted for this report was a shortfall in Disaster Relief Funds (DRF) that 
negatively impacted all funding budgeted for the Disaster Reserve Workforce program in 
FY2010. From February until July, as a responsible step of stewardship, FEMA implemented 
proactive, immediate needs funding guidance in order to extend the available balance of DRF 
funding while waiting for supplemental funding. DRF funding is appropriated annually by 
Congress to aid disaster survivors and help communities across the country recover. Congress 
may offw supplemoital appropriations, as needed, throughout a year to address additional needs. 
As a result of these restrictions, all expenses charged to the Disaster Readiness and Support 
account within the DRF were affected; including specific disaster-related functions such as the 
Hazard Mitigation Grant Program and certain categories of public assistance to states, local, and 
tribal governments. 

The impact of "immediate needs" funding restrictions on the Disaster Reserve Workforce 
program has been severe. The program sent approximately 300 Reservists to credentialing-based 
training in FY2010, rather than the 2,000 it had planned, Contracting vehicles that provide the 
technology infrastructure to effectively manage the disaster workforce could not be not approval 
until late July 2010, when Congress approved a supplemental appropriation to replenish the DRF 
and FEMA could lift its “immediate needs” funding restrictions. 

Surge Capacity Force Concept of Operations - subsequent to interviews by the OIG, FEMA 
achieved a major milestone towards creation of the plan for a Surge Capacity Force required by 
Section 624 of the Post-Katrina Emergency Management Reform Act. 

On June 30, 2010, the FEMA Administrator approved the draft concept of operations plan for the 
Surge Capacity Force and forwarded it to DHS for review by ail other DHS components. On a 
parallel track during June 2010, the DHS Office of the Chief Human Capital Officer established 
a working group of human resource managers from the DHS components to identify ways to 
avoid pitfalls experienced when FEMA has deployed employees from other federal agencies, as 
documented in OIG reports such as OlG-07-051, federa/ Emergency Management Agency's 
Voimleer Service Program FoUoH'ing Hurricane Katrina, and OIG-06-32, A Performance 
Review of FEMA 's Disaster Management Activities in Response to Hurricane Katrina. 

A Surge Capacity Force Concept of Operations Plan, applicable to all DHS components, is 
expected to be finalized in FY201 1 . 
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AeoHisitioM Management 

The Offiee of the Chief Ptocurcnteni Officer (OCPO) has placed the list of all pre-poritioned 
disaster response eonlracis on its iistrane* site to provide rassy access to those responding to 
disasters in the field. Additittnally. C)CPO has provided to all pederaJ CoctrdtaWing OffiecKS 
(FCOs) the preposifioned arntraet list and addititMjal mfotmaMon in a ««stomer--lhietKl.ly format 
called Ac FCO TooJBox. The tool box is also posted to OCPO’s tntrmnei site, FEMA must 
balance the use of prcposiliotscd contracts with the rcquirem«*ils of Seetten .W of the Stafford. 
Act that tet|uirc FEMA to awiract with local vendors to the maxirowtt sattent pessWe whta 
rc^jonding to a declared Major Disaster. 

With respect » Ute need fw additioftal staff, while )x»ir draft rtqjort iiKl!cat«l that OCPO .tsas * 
>6% vacancy rate, the Aoejuisition Operations Division, under which the msijority of eontracting 
ofliceis awl «>ntract specialists are employed, has a 12% vacaiKy rate. Finding tpmiificd 
candidates and filling open positions continues to be a ehallenfe. In «n effort to impawe the 
sttustion, FEMA has 1 8 intents on board in various stages of completion of thm Ihro-yBiar 
rotation. For other positions in OCPO, in job scries sudt as 11 0 1 . 340 and 343. no direct hiring 
authority raisK. leaving these positions to be filled through lengthy mail systan compelttive 
raa'uitmcnt process. For exceptional applicants, recruitment bonus« .trit tsited. Moreover, 
raenlitm bonuses are also used to retain highly qualified acquisttion personnel. 

Training i.s another pnonly of the (X'PO and the Office offers a robu.sl serissi of courses througli 
each fiscal year to include DUS sponsored and Federal Acquisition Institute and Defcn.se 
Aoiuixition University mvcosi aetiuisiiion training. 

Tlie number of FEMA Contracting Officer Technical Ropresentatives {COTRs)ha8 inamsed 
significantly (Iwm 700 to 14.S0) and the OCPO ha.s instituted a COTR Tiered Certification 
Program which your rqmn coiTectly identifies as having "resulted in better contractor 
performance and increased value for taxpayers.” We wish to emphasise that there are 57 COTRs 
certified at the Tier 111 level, 56 certified at the Tier II level and the remainder are Tier 1 certifitxl. 
COTRs that arc Tier Hi certified may be assigned to contracts ofany dollar value; Tier 11 COTRs 
may be assigned to contracts up to S57 million; and Tier 111 COTRs may be assigned to contracts 
up to S5 million. As the Tiered CO I R initiative is relatively new, FKMA COTRs have 18 
months from the date of the signed COTR Directive to become certified at the appropriate Icvcd 
{March 28. 2011). 

Moreover, the OCPO has taken a large step fonvard in incieasing contract oversight and 
administralion of disa,stei' contracts. tX'PO has gaiiicti approval for 26 Direct Charge CORE 
employees that svill constitute a Disa.sier Acqui-sition Response Team (DART) whose primary 
focus wilt be to respond to disasters and provide contract administration and oversiglt! of the 
large disaster contracts in the field, litis staff will consist of .Administrative Contracting Officers 
and Quality Assurance Rqtrescniativcs who will provide consistatl comracl lifecycle supprirt in 
each disaster, litis team’s focus will also include the closing nut of disaster contracts in an 
effort to assist in the overall Disaster Closeout Procest and return funds to the Disaster Relief 
Fund. Mttsl of the DART (23 of the 26 team mcmftersj will be located in Regions IV, VI and IX 
wliBfe a targe part of dtstwer aetiviiy txxurs. However, the team will also serve the diwstcr 
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contract administration and disaster contract close-out needs of the other regions. OCPO expects 
the team to be hired and in place at their regional locations within dte next few months. 

In March 2010, OCPO’s Acquisition Program and Planning Division (APPD) created a new 
branch, the Business Management Operations Branch (BMOB), that is r^onsible for 
overseeing FEMA’s compliance with DHS’s Directive 20\-0\: Acquisition Lifecycle 
Management. In this capacity, the BMOB supports both FEMA’s Head of Contracting Activity 
and Component Acquisition Executive in meeting their obligations to oversee FEMA’s 
acquisition management activities for major acquisitions. In meeting its mission, the BMOB 
provides the executive support to FEMA’s Acquisition Review Board <ARB), serves as the 
primary liaison to DHS’s ARB and provides both acquisition oveni^t and technical assistance 
to FEMA program offices in the execution of FEMA major acquisitions. The BMOB continues 
to recruit and fill vacancies within the Brandt, and establish operating procedures and working 
relationships with FEMA programs. 

With re^ct to the report’s identification of DHS information technology system issues 
impacting FEMA procurement, FEMA wishes to point out that even though the system’s security 
plm is still in the DHS approval process, the FEMA CIO has permitted system upgrades as well 
as the installation of new acquisition provisions and clauses. Rather than being six months to a 
year behind in implementing new acquisition policies, the OCPO is able to install these new 
acquisition policies within 30 to 60 days of publication. 

Finally, in the draft report’s Continuing Concerns for Acquisition Management, you state that 
"FEMA has said that many more pre-disaster contracts are in place. However, some Joint Field 
office officials and contracting personnel still contract separately for the same good rather than 
using the established contracts." However, to comply with Section 307 of the Stafford Act, 
FEMA is supposed to minimize the use of preposilioned contracts, so this statement appears to 
be in conflict with the statutory mandate to use local firms. 

Mitigation 

The Federal Insurance and Mitigation Administration (FIMA) in FEMA has worked to increase 
progress in the critical components identified by OIG. 

FIMA has worked with the National Emergency Management Association (NEMA) to coaudior 
a white paper - Recommendations for an Effective National Mitigation Effort - Building stronger 
partnerships, increased resilience, and disaster resistance for a safer nation. 
fhttp://www.ni!maweb.Qrg/?3 i 77 ) The principles of this white paper, which offers strategic 
themes and elements of a national mitigation strategy, are being integrated into the ongoing 
development of the Nationrd Recovery Framework and efforts to adapt to climate change. 

FIMA has imtiated a new program. Risk MAP (Mapping, Assessment and Planning), that 
provides communities with flood information and tools they can use to enhance their mitigation 
plans and better protect their citizens. Through more accurate flood maps, risk assessment tools, 
and outreach support. Risk MAP builds on Map Modernization and strengthens local ability to 
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make mforaied decisions about reducing risk. The goals of this new program are laid out in the 
RiskMAP multi year plan flittt):/Avww.femB.iiov/librarv/viewRecQrd.do?id-=3587) 

FIMA continues to make progress with the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) Reform 
Workgroup. The Workgroup has established a three phase reform process: Phase 1 - capture 
stakeholder concerns and recommendations from the NFIP Listraiing Session; Phase 11 - analyze 
stakeholder feedback, develop evaluation criteria and create a portfolio of public policy 
altwnatives; and Phase Hi - evaluate public policy alternatives began in June 2010 and will last 
1 8 to 24 months. Phase III will result in a comprehensive NFIP reform package that will be 
delivered to Congress. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this draft report and we look forward to 
working with you on other issues as we both strive to improve FEMA. 
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Overall Planning 

DHS ' Progress in Federal Incident Management Planning 
(OIG- 10-58), February 2010. 

Management Advisory Report: FEMA 's IMA T Program (OIG- 1 0-32), 
January 20 1 0. 

Emergency Preparedness: FEMA Faces Challenges Integrating 
Community Preparedness Programs into Its Strategic 
Approach (GAO-10-193), January 2010. 

National Preparedness: FEMA Has Made Progress, but Needs to 
Complete and Integrate Planning, Exercise, and Assessment 
Efforts (GAO-09-369), April 2009. 

National Response Framework: FEMA Needs Policies and 

Procedures to Better Integrate Non-Federal Stakeholders in 
the Revision Process (GAO-08-768), June 2008. 

Coordination and Support 

Disaster Recovery: Experiences from Past Disasters Offer Insights for 
Effective Collaboration after Catastrophic Events {GAO-09- 
811), July 2009. 

Management Advisory Report: FEMA ’s Response to Hurricane Ike 
(OlG-09-78), June 2009. 

National Disaster Response: FEMA Should Take Action to Improve 
Capacity and Coordination between Government and 
Voluntary Sectors (GAO-08-369), February 2008. 

Homeland Security Information Network Could Support Information 
Sharing More Effectively (OIG-06-38), June 2006. 

Emergency Communications 

Emergency Communications: Establishment of the Emergency 
Communications Preparedness Center and Related 
Interagency Coordination Challenges (GAO- 1 0-463 R), March 
2010 . 

Review of DHS ' Progress in Adopting and Enforcing Equipment 
Standards for First Responders (OlG-06-30), March 2006. 
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Logistics 


FEMA ’s Logistics Management Process for Responding to 
Catastrophic Disasters (OIG-1 0-101), July 201 0. 

FEMA 's Sourcing for Disaster Response Goods and Services (OIG- 
09-96), August 2009. 

Logistics Information Systems Need to Be Strengthened at the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (OlG-08-60), May 2008. 


Evacuations 

Status of Implementation of GAO Recommendations on Evacuation of 
Transportation-Disadvantaged Populations and Patients and 
Residents of Health Care Facilities (GAO-08-544R), April 
2008. 

Actions Needed to Clarify Responsibilities and Increase Preparedness 
for Evacuations (GAO-07-44), December 2006. 


Housing 


Disaster Assistance: Federal Assistance for Permanent Housing 
Primarily Benefited Homeowners; Opportunities Exist to 
Better Target Rental Housing Needs (GAO- 10- 17), January 
2010 . 

FEMA Temporary Housing Property Management Controls (OIG- 1 0- 
24), December 2009. 

Management Advisory Report: FEMA ’s Housing Strategy for Future 
Disasters (OIG-09-1 1 1), September 2009. 

Improvements to Internal Controls for FEMA 's Individuals and 
Households Program Registration Process (OlG-09-1 10), 
September 2009. 

Audit of Application Controls for FEMA 's Individual Assistance 
Payment Application (OiG-09-104), September 2009. 

Final Letter Report: Potential Duplicate Benefits Between FEMA 's 
National Flood Insurance Program and Housing Assistance 
Programs (OlG-09-102), September 2009. 
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Disaster Housing: FEMA Needs More Detailed Guidance and 

Performance Measures to Help Ensure Effective Assistance 
after Major Disasters (GAO-09-796), August 2009. 

FEMA 's Temporary Housing Unit Program and Storage Site 
Management (OIG-09-85), June 2009. 

Management Advisory Report: Computer Data Match of FEMA and 
HUD Housing Assistance Provided to Victims of Hurricane 
Katrina and Rita (OIG-09-84), June 2009. 

FEMA Response to Formaldehyde in Trailers (OlG-09-83), June 2009. 

Federal Emergency Management Agency 's Exit Strategy for 

Temporary Housing in the Gulf Coast Region (OlG-09-02), 
October 2008. 

FEMA 's Sheltering and Transitional Housing Activities After 
Hurricane Katrina (OIG-08-93), September 2008. 

Hurricane Katrina Temporary Housing Technical Assistance 
Contracts (OIG-08-88), August 2008. 

Management Advisory Report - FEMA Emergency Housing Units 
Property Management (OlG-08-33), March 2008. 

Review of FEMA 's Use of Proceeds From the Sales of Emergency 
Housing Units (OIG-08-23), February 2008. 

Disaster Workforce 

Challenges Facing FEMA 's Acquisition Workforce (OIG-09-1 1 ), 
November 2008. 

Mission Assignments 

Consolidated Report on DHS ' Management of 2005 Gulf Coast 

Hurricanes Mission Assignment Funding (OIG-09-89), July 
2009. 

U.S. Coast Guard’s Management of 2005 Gulf Coast Hurricanes 
Mission Assignment Funding (OlG-09-34), March 2009. 

U.S. Customs and Border Protection 's Management of 2005 Gulf 

Coast Hurricanes Mission Assignment Funding {OIG-08-80), 
July 2008. 
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Acquisition Management 

Improvements Needed in FEMA 's Disaster Contract Management 
(OIG- 10-53), February 2010. 

Opportunities to Improve FEMA 's Disaster Closeout Process 
(OlG-10-49), January 2010. 

FEMA 's Acquisition of Two Warehouses to Support Hurricane 
Katrina Response Operations (OlG-09-77), June 2009. 

Challenges Facing FEMA 's Disaster Contract Management (OIG-09- 
70), May 2009. 

Internal Controls in the FEMA Disaster Acquisition Process 
(OIG-09-32), February 2009. 

FEMA 's Implementation of Best Practices in the Acquisition Process 
(OlG-09-3 1 ), February 2009. 

Costs Incurred for Rejected Temporary Housing Sites (OlG-08-86), 
August 2008. 

Hurricane Katrina Multitier Contracts (OlG-08-81), July 2008. 

Hurricane Katrina: Ineffective FEMA Oversight of Housing 

Maintenance Contracts in Mississippi Resulted in Millions of 
Dollars of Waste and Potential Fraud (GAO-08-106), 
November 2007. 


Mitigation 


Gulf Coast Recovery: FEMA 's Management of the Hazard Mitigation 
Component of the Public Assistance Program (OIG- 1 0-28), 
December 2009. 

FEMA 's Progress in All-Hazards Mitigation (OIG- 1 0-03), October 
2009. 

Multiple Preparedness Areas 

Major Management Challenges Facing the Department of Homeland 
Security (OIG- 1 0-1 6), November 2009. 

DHS Efforts to Address Lessons Learned in the Aftermath of Top 
Officials Exercises (OIG-09-53), April 2009. 
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Actions Taken to Implement the Post-Katrina Emergency Management 
Reform Act of 2006 (GAO-09-59R), November 2008. 

Major Management Challenges Facing the Department of Homeland 
Security (OlG-09-08), November 2008. 

FEMA 's Preparedness for the Next Catastrophic Disaster (OlG-08- 
34), March 2008. 

Major Management Challenges Facing the Department of Homeland 
Security 1), January 2008. 

A Performance Review of FEMA 's Disaster Management Activities in 
Response to Hurricane Katrina (OIG-06-32), March 2006. 
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION AND COPIES 

To obtain additional copies of this report, please call tfie Office of Inspector General (OIG) at (202) 254-4100. 
fax your request to (202) 254-4305, or visit the OIG web site at www.dhs.gov/oig. 


OIG HOTLINE 

To report alleged fraud, waste, abuse or mismanagement, or any other kind of criminal or noncrimina! 
misconduct relative to department programs or operations: 

• Call our Hotline at 1-800-323-8603; 

• Fax the complaint directly to us at (202) 254-4292; 

• Email us at DHSOIGHOTLtNE@dhs.gov; or 

• Write to us at: 

DHS Office of inspector General/MAIL STOP 2600, 

Attention; Office of Investigations - Hotline. 

245 Murray Drive, SW, Building 410, 

Washington, DC 20528. 


The OIG seeks to protect the identity of each writer and caller. 
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Post-Hearing Questions for the Record 
Submitted to Hon. W. Craig Fugate 
From Chairman Joseph I. Lieberman 

“Catastrophic Preparedness; How Ready Is FEMA for the Next Big Disaster” 

March 17, 2011 


Question#: 

1 

Topic: 

nuclear reactors 

Hearing; 

Catastrophic Preparedness: How ready is FEMA for the Next Big Disaster? 

Primary: 

llie Honorable Joseph i. Lieberman 

Committee: 

HOMELAND SECURITY (SENATE) 


Question: According to news reports, there are 23 nuclear reactors in 16 power plants in 
the United States with the same reactor and containment design as the Fukushima Daiichi 
Plant in Japan. A number of these plants are located along the New Madrid fault line, 
which runs along eight Midwestern and Southern states and could affect more than 15 
million people if an earthquake occurred. 

Are the planning assumptions used for disaster scenarios that may impact U.S. nuclear 
power plants sufficient - that is, are we planning for a big enough event? 

How will the disaster in Japan inform FEMA’s National Level Exercise to test response 
plans for a New Madrid earthquake scheduled in May? 

Response: Currently, all planning scenarios for nuclear power plant exercises assume a 
“worst case” accident that results in the simulated release of radiological materials. These 
scenarios are then used to drive exercise play by the utility and the Offsite Response 
Organizations. In addition, at least once every six years, each State exercises a scenario 
that results in a simulated release beyond ten miles of the site boundary, often out to fifty 
miles or beyond. While some utilities and Offsite Response Organizations may use a 
natural disaster as a concurrent or initiating event for the scenario, it is not required at this 
time. 

FEMA’ National Exercise Division has worked with the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 
and Sandia National Labs to develop a realistic catastrophic exercise scenario for NLE 
1 1 . After the Japan earthquake and subsequent tsunami, a review of the NLE 1 1 scenario 
in relation to the Japanese earthquake was performed. For example, based on lessons 
learned from the Japan disaster, FEMA has ensured the scope of the exercise includes 
those departments and agencies whose responsibilities involve interaction with the 
international community, recognizing that international resources have been invaluable to 
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Question#: 

1 

Topic; 

nuclear reactors 

Hearing: 

Catastrophic Preparedness: How ready is FEMA for the Next Big Disaster? 

Primary; 

The Honorable Joseph 1. Lieberman 

Committee: 

HOMELAND SECURITY (SENATE) 


Japan’s response and recovery. NLE 1 1 is also incorporating the use of social media 
which proved particularly helpful in the timely sharing of shelter information in Japan. 

The closest nuclear power plant to NLE 1 1 epicenter is approximately 168 miles and 
would be subject to minimal ground shaking. Furthermore, the release of radioactive 
material is not associated with any of the NLE 1 1 overarching exercise objectives on 
which the exercise was developed. In follow on discussions about the magnitude of the 
Japanese earthquake occurring in the New Madrid Seismic Zone (NMSZ), the USGS 
response was that this magnitude was “unreasonable” for an earthquake in the NMSZ. 
The FEMA Radiological Exercise Program regularly exercises nuclear power plant 
emergencies with plant owners and appropriate federal/state/local officials. 

The National Recovery Exercise, one of the exercise activities in the NLE 1 1 series, 
scheduled for September 2011, may afford the opportunity to incorporate ongoing 
recovery issues from the Japanese earthquake into the NLE 1 1 recovery activities. 


VerDate Nov 24 2008 


14:42 Jan 30, 2012 Jkt067118 PO 00000 Frm 00190 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6601 


P:\DOCS\67118.TXT SAFFAIRS PsN: PAT 




187 


Question#: 

2 

Topic: 

power plants 

Hearing: 

Catastrophic Preparedness: How ready Is FEMA for the Next Big Disaster? 

Primary: 

The Honorable Joseph 1. Lieberman 

Committee: 

HOMELAND SECURITY (SENATE) 


Question: Some nuclear power plants in the United States are in highly populated areas. 
For instance, San Onofre and Indian Point in California and New York respectively, have 
millions of people living nearby. FEMA’s emergency planning for radioactive plum 
exposure around nuclear power plants only includes for an approximately 10-mile zone 
around each nuclear plant. However, in the recent disaster with the Fukushima power 
plant in Japan, the United States government recommended that U.S. residents within 50 
miles of Fukushima power plant evacuate, while the Japanese government has recently 
advised its own citizens to avoid an 1 8-mile zone around the plant. 

Why do we use only a 10-mile emergency planning zone for radioactive plume exposure 
in the United States? Given the disaster at the nuclear plant in Japan, do you think we 
need to consider including a larger zone in our radioactive plume exposure platming 
around nuclear power plants? 

The Mass Evacuation Incident Annex was finalized nearly three years ago, but FEMA 
has yet to finish the Operational Supplement to the Annex, which will provide additional 
guidance for mass evacuations. When will the supplement be completed and 
operational? 

Response: The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and U.S. Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission (NRC) emergency preparedness planning guidance provides for 
two emergency planning zones (EPZs) for U.S. commercial nuclear power plants (NPPs) 
to include the Plume Exposure Pathway/Evacuation Planning (apx. 10 miles in radius) 
and the Ingestion Exposure Pathway (apx. 50 miles in radius). The Plume Exposure 
Pathway is designed to safeguard the population most at risk from direct exposure to 
radiation levels in excess of Environmental Protection Agency Protective Action 
Guidelines (PAGs). The Ingestion exposure pathway is designed to protect the public 
from secondary exposure to radiation through the food chain or public water supplies. 

The planning zones are intended to be scalable over time to account for changing 
conditions that could possibly extend outside the initial EPZ. Specifically, as stated on 
page 1 1 of NUREG-0654/FEMA-REP-1, Rev. 1, “In a particular emergency, protective 
actions might well be restricted to a small part of the planning zone. On the other hand, 
for the worst possible accidents, protective actions would need to be taken outside the 
planning zones”. Accordingly, the EPZs are the base areas requiring emergency planning 
and they are designed to be expanded (beyond the base of 10 or 50 miles), as necessary, 
during emergencies. 
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Question#: 

2 

Topic: 

power plants 

Hearing; 

Catastrophic Preparedness: How ready is FEMA for the Next Big Disaster? 

Primary: 

The Honorable Joseph 1. Lieberman 

Committee: 

HOMELAND SECURITY (SENATE) 


The 10 and 50 mile EPZs are the federally required minimum. FEMA and NRC 
regulations state that the exact size and shape of the EPZs shall be determined by the 
State and local governments - in consultation with FEMA and the NRC, taking into 
account such local conditions as demography and topography. 

Presidential Policy Directive/PPD 8 was approved on 30 March 2011. An 
implementation plan on this directive will be developed to assign departmental 
responsibilities and delivery timelines for the development of the national planning 
frameworks. Once these assignments have been made, a course of action on potentially 
revising the NRF, the Catastrophic Incident Supplement, the Mass Evacuation Incident 
Annex, and other annexes will be developed. Because the new PPD on National 
Preparedness will have such a significant impact on future planning activities, the 
decision was made to place on hold any further revision to the CIS and other aimexes. 
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Question#: 

3 

Topic: 

Nuclear Incident 

Hearing: 

Catastrophic Preparedness: How ready is FEMA for the Next Big Disaster? 

Primary; 

The Honorable Joseph I. Lieberman 

Committee; 

HOMELAND SECURITY (SENATE) 


Question: The National Response Framework and its incident annexes lay out leadership 
roles for the federal agencies after a nuclear incident. Incident management falls to DHS 
for deliberate attacks on nuclear power plants and for large scale incidents. Emergencies 
at nuclear plants that don’t trigger DHS management may be led by the Departments of 
Defense or Energy, Nuclear Regulatory Commission, or the Environmental Protection 
Agency, depending on who owns or licenses the facility. Other types of radiological 
emergencies may trigger leadership by even more federal agencies. It is obviously 
important that our leadership structure is clear in order to effectively respond to such 
incidents. 

Are the leadership, roles, and responsibilities clear for a nuclear incident? How is it 
determined if an event is a “large scale incident” where DHS takes the lead? 

What steps have been taken to evaluate the capabilities and resources of each 
coordinating agency with responsibilities under the National Response Framework to 
ensure that there aren’t gaps at a particular agency or unnecessary redundancies between 
agencies? 

Response: These are defined at multiple levels. The plans and procedures for the 
communities located near commercial nuclear power plants define the leadership, roles 
and responsibilities at the local, tribal and State levels that would come into play in the 
event of a radiological emergency. These include the necessary interfaces with federal 
agencies with direct statutory responsibilities in such an event. At the federal level, the 
Nuciear/Radiological Incident Armex to the National Response Framework defines the 
leadership, roles and responsibilities for specific types of events. 

For an accident or incident at a licensed nuclear power plant, the Nuclear /Radiological 
Incident Annex identifies roles and responsibilities that describe how agencies would 
initiate support to the local and state jurisdictions under their statutory authorities. 

Should the event proceed to levels where health and safety of the public was significantly 
affected, it is likely that DHS would take the lead. 
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Question#: 

4 

Topic: 

IGA report 

Hearing: 

Catastrophic Preparedness: How ready is FEMA for the Next Big Disaster? 

Primary: 

The Honorable Joseph I. Lieberman 

Committee: 

HOMELAND SECURITY (SENATE) 


Question; According to the Inspector General’s report, FEMA’s Preparedness for The 
Next Catastrophic Disaster - An Update, (OIG-10-123), much of DHS’ and FEMA’s 
planning efforts for catastrophic disasters have been on hold since about July 2009, when 
the Administration announced it was conducting a review of Homeland Security 
Presidential Directive 8 (HSPD-8) and its Annex 1 , Even before the delay in planning 
due to the revision of HSPD-8, our planning efforts were lagging far behind. Indeed the 
Catastrophic Incident Supplement required by the Post-Katrina Emergency Management 
Act (“Post-Katrina Act”) has not yet been completed. 

What is your timeline for completion of the Catastrophic Incident Supplement? 

How many qualified permanent full-time employee operational planners does FEMA 
currently have on staff? 

Response; The 2006 version of the CIS remains the official document. An official 
revision of the CIS was placed on hold because of the rewrite of HSPD-8 and the ultimate 
replacement of HSPD-8 with the new White House Presidential Policy Directive on 
National Preparedness. 

Presidential Policy Directi ve/PPD 8 was approved on 30 March 2011. An 
implementation plan on this directive will be developed to assign departmental 
responsibilities and delivery timelines for the development of the national planning 
frameworks. Once these assignments have been made, a course of action on potentially 
revising the NRF, the Catastrophic Incident Supplement, the Mass Evacuation Incident 
Annex, and other annexes will be developed. Because the new PPD on National 
Preparedness will have such a significant impact on future planning activities, the 
decision was made to place on hold any further revision to the CIS and other annexes. 

However, FEMA is moving forward with updating the relevant data for the CIS as part of 
the Whole Community elforts and the work being done with New Madrid Seismic Zone 
(NMSZ) earthquake planning. Earlier this year, a Resource Allocation Workshop was 
conducted with over 350 federal, state, local, private/public sector, and voluntary 
organization representatives. The outcome of both Whole Community and the NMSZ 
efforts will result in an execution schedule for an all hazards plan that will be the updated 
CIS. 

The Response Directorate has 23 full-time employee operational planners. 
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Question#: 

5 

Topic: 

grants 

Hearing: 

Catastrophic Preparedness: How ready is FEMA for the Next Big Disaster? 

Primary: 

The Honorable Joseph I. Lieberman 

Committee: 

HOMELAND SECURITY (SENATE) 


Question: Since 2003, FEMA has issued nearly $30 billion in preparedness grants. This 
Committee has long believed that we must be able to evaluate the effectiveness of these 
grants. Both the Post-Katrina Act and the Implementing Recommendations of the 9/1 1 
Commission Act of 2007 require FEMA to establish a comprehensive assessment system, 
yet to date FEMA has failed to do so. In addition, I worked with Rep. Cuellar last 
Congress to pass HR 3980 — the Redundancy Elimination and Enhanced Performance for 
Preparedness Grants Act — which requires FEMA to work with the National Academy of 
Public Administration on the development and implementation of performance measures 
for its grant programs. 

When does FEMA intend to complete the requirements for a comprehensive assessment 
system for grants set out in the Post-Katrina Act and the 9/1 1 Commission Act? 

What milestones does FEMA plan to reach within the next year? 

HR 3980 required FEMA to submit a report in January 201 1 that included, among other 
things, a plan with a specific timetable for developing grant performance measurements. 
FEMA has not yet submitted this report. When does FEMA plan to submit it and will 
FEMA meet the other deadlines set out in this legislation? 

Response: FEMA has developed the Comprehensive Assessment System (CAS) as an 
analysis-based enterprise designed to help evaluate preparedness using a coordinated 
body of methods and procedures. The concept provides an overarching framework that 
spans the lifecycle of an assessment of effectiveness. It is not the Administration’s 
solution to the grant effectiveness question, but it does represent an approach. 

CAS was developed as a business process and is used to produce preparedness 
assessments. The process includes five steps: 

1 . Define - determine the best, most appropriate standards to use and data sources to 
draw from depending on what aspect of preparedness we are assessing; 

2. Collect - collect quantitative and qualitative data from a large variety of FEMA, 
interagency, and open-source data sources; 

3. Analyze - use a variety of quantitative and qualitative analytical techniques to 
sort through and evaluate what indicators of preparedness are telling us about just how 
much capability has been achieved by preparedness partners; 

4. Report - assemble our analytical results in a formal statement to Congress or 
other entity requesting information, while delivering standards-based assessments, (e.g. 
The 2009/2010 National Preparedness Report that answers a number of different 
Congressional reporting requirements was developed using this process); and finally 

5. Improve - evaluate how the process worked and what we have to do better to 
conduct better and more useful assessments in the future. 
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Question#; 

6 

Topic: 

problems 

Hearing: 

Catastrophic Preparedness: How ready is FEMA for the Next Big Disaster? 

Primary: 

The Honorable Joseph 1. Lieberman 

Committee: 

HOMELAND SECURITY (SENATE) 


Question: For years, numerous reports have pointed to serious, sometimes embarrassing 
management problems at FEMA. These include FEMA’s inability to count the number 
of individuals it employs and track billions of dollars awarded in homeland security 
grants. Underlying FEMA’s management challenges are outdated, unreliable, and 
inadequate IT systems. If FEMA is to respond to catastrophic disasters, these issues must 
be resolved. 

How will FEMA address these management deficiencies and build the management 
infrastructure necessary to effectively achieve its mission? 

Does FEMA have a management strategy that lays out priorities, measurable goals and 
milestones? 

Response: The Agency has undertaken significant modernization projects over the past 
three years to improve information technology infrastructure, services and systems that 
support management functions and disaster response activities. FEMA is always striving 
to enhance and improve our systems and processes to keep up with the ever-changing 
technological environment in which we operate. 

FEMA CIO is establishing an interactive website that captures the strategic goals set for 
major functional areas (enterprise, business, and mission), and details sanctioned mission 
goals and needs. The website will provide links to the consolidated modernization 
management data, reports, and structures. 

As part of the Agency-wide budget planning process, FEMA CIO leaders will continue to 
meet quarterly with senior leaders in enterprise, business and mission areas to ensure IT 
investments support Agency mission goals. 

The significant IT modernization projects undertaken by FEMA are governed by steering 
groups that set clearly defined goals and objectives to support the Agency’s mission. The 
Chief Information Officer ensures that IT investments support FEMA’s goals and 
objectives. This governance process will inform the updated IT strategy. 

Examples of recent accomplishments made by FEMA include: 

• Improving telephone services and management that saved the agency roughly $9 
million over the past two years; 
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• Managing the Disaster Assistance Improvement Program, which brings together 
the resources of 1 7 federal agencies in one central location. The system is designed so 
that it can be scaled to intake 200,000 registrants in a 24-hour period; 

• Implementing a budget system and a robust disaster recovery capability for its 
financial system; 

• Improving critical enterprise capabilities or systems, such as e-mail, while 
dramatically reducing costs. 

Additionally, with regard to FEMA’s management of homeland security grants, the 
Grant’s Program Directorate has initiated use of the Non-Disaster Grants Management 
System (ND Grants). This web-based system is intended to track all preparedness grants, 
which account for approximately 90% of all non-disaster grants administered by DHS. 

As part of this system, FEMA and its stakeholders will be able to: 

• Apply for, report on, and monitor grants using just one system, 

• More efficiently evaluate grant applications and monitor programmatic and 
financial progress, 

• Develop and utilize better performance monitoring analysis tools, 

• Address deficiencies earlier in the grant lifecycle, and 

• Ensure the timely close out of grants. 

The planning and development of the ND Grants system has already helped us identify 
burdensome or duplicative requirements for not only FEMA, but also our grantees. The 
ND Grants system will help FEMA streamline and more effectively manage grant 
processes. 
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Question: During the hearing, former Inspector General Richard Skinner expressed 
concerns regarding transparency and accountability in the use of disaster relief funds. 

One specific concern was the Fraud Prevention Unit, which Mr. Skinner said was under- 
funded and under-staffed. 

What funding was allocated for this office in fiscal year 2010? 

How many employees currently work in this office? 

What did this office accomplish in fiscal year 2010? 

Response: In FYIO, the Fraud Unit was annexed as a component of the Office of the 
Chief Security Officer (OCSO). There is no allocated funding for this program. OCSO 
continues to fund, supply, and support items out of current funding as necessary, capable, 
and appropriate. 

Currently there are nine positions in the Fraud Unit, two of which are vacant. Last 
Thursday, the Administrator tasked OCSO to immediately develop a plan for expanding 
the unit. 

In FYIO, the Fraud Unit accomplished the following: 

• Conducted 464 investigations/reviews of FEMA fraud complaints, 

• Submitted $2.2 million for recoupment of fraudulent or improper payments, 

• Prevented/protected improper disbursement of $137k, 

• Presented at the Government Accountability Conference in Washington, DC on 
FEMA’s Fraud Prevention and Detection Efforts, 

• Presented at the DHS OIG leadership conference in Dallas, TX on FEMA’s Fraud 
Prevention and Detection Efforts and cooperative investigative initiatives, 

• Provided FEMA fraud awareness training to personnel from the Office of the 
Chief Security Officer, Gulf Coast Recovery and Office of External Affairs, and 

• Provided assistance and training to FEMA’s Disaster Assistance Improvement 
Program, Office of the Chief Information Officer, staff of the Recovery Directorate and 
Internal Control Program Fraud Prevention Working Group on FEMA fraud detection 
and proposed internal controls to FEMA Programs tuid IT systems. 
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Question: Last year, the President announced that Secretaries Napolitano and Donovan 
of HUD would lead a Long Term Disaster Recovery Working Group, which would report 
to him on the Administration’s efforts to improve the nation’s long term disaster recovery 
apparatus. . The report was due in April of 2010, when that deadline passed, the 
Administration promised to deliver the report in August of 2010. When will this report be 
delivered to the President and when will you or Secretary Napolitano be able to discuss 
the report with Congress? 

What role have you had in the development of the Long Term Disaster Recovery 
Working Group’s report to the President? 

Response: In September 2009, the President asked the Secretaries of DHS & HUD to 
chair & form the Long-Term Disaster Recovery Working Group (Working Group) to 
provide recommendations to the President on what additional changes were needed to 
enhance recovery operations in the long term. As you know development of the Working 
Group Report was an extensive process that incorporated substantial stakeholder input. 
The Working Group submitted a number of recommendations, which are currently 
undergoing a final review by both DHS/FEMA and HUD before being submitted to the 
Interagency for concurrence. 
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Question: The 201 1 National Level Exercise will take place in May of this year and will 
test the ability of Federal, state, and local governments to respond to an earthquake in the 
New Madrid Seismic Zone. Has FEMA included nuclear evacuation plans in its disaster 
planning for a catastrophic New Madrid earthquake? What other planning has FEMA 
done to consider a destabilized nuclear power facility in the wake of a major earthquake? 

What are some of the specific tools FEMA can use to save lives and provide basic 
necessities, such as medical care and shelter, if such an event occurs? 

Response: There is historical precedence (The 2009 San Onofre Nuclear Generating 
Station (SONGS) dress rehearsal scenario was driven by an earthquake event) that 
scenarios for REP exercises at the nuclear power plants in California have had an 
earthquake as the initiating event that leads to a cycle of events that triggers an offsite 
release of radiation to the environment. In addition, common practice during REP 
exercises across the Country (regardless of the initiating event. ..natural or technological); 
impediments to evacuation routes are injected or built into the exercise in order for 
FEMA to evaluate the State and local capabilities in handling those sorts of evacuation 
issues. The State of California Emergency Plan has earthquakes listed as one of the high- 
risk hazard and vulnerability that they prepare to respond to and that would be the plan 
implemented for an earthquake event. 

If evacuation is not feasible due to earthquake damage because of debris or even because 
of adverse weather conditions, elected officials would not order an evacuation that would 
place the public in harm’s way or in a perilous situation. The State and local protective 
action/measure decision would be to shelter in place until the evacuation routes are 
cleared and deemed safe for travel or until the inclement weather passes and no longer 
poses a safety risk to the public. The authorized decision makers consider all of these 
factors prior to issuing a protective action to the public. Potassium Iodide (KI) programs 
are also administered by States in accordance with Federal guidance and State law. 

If there is an accident at a plant (resulting in a radiological release) taking place 
simultaneously with or as a result of another disaster (Earthquake, hurricane, Tsunami, 
flood, wildfire, etc...) the state and local OROs would bring all response resources. A 
shortfall could be addressed via emergency management assistance compacts (EMACs) 
and mutual aid agreements with other counties and states. 
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Standard NRC/industry protocols call for plants to be shut down during (or in 
anticipation of) natural disasters. In the aftermath of a natural disaster, FEMA REP 
would conduct a Disaster Initiated Reviews (DIR) of the community infrastructure 
surrounding each commercial nuclear plant prior to their restart. Coordinated closely 
with NRC, industry, and State/local/tribal governments, DIRs ensure the infrastructure 
and people surrounding a nuclear power plant have recovered sufficiently to provide a 
reasonable assurance of public safety. Should the DIR find conditions have not 
sufficiently improved to allow for a reasonable assurance of public safety, NRC would be 
advised of this, along with the specific plan for remedying the situation prior to plant 
restart. 

To assist state, local and tribal governments overwhelmed in a disaster situation, FEMA 
can immediately deploy multiple disaster response teams. Several different types of 
disaster response teams can be deployed to support disaster response, FEMA has 
developed a next generation of rapidly deployable interagency National and Regional 
emergency response teams, identified as Incident Management Assistance Teams 
(IMAT). 

In addition, the National US&R Response System is a framework for structuring local 
emergency services personnel into integrated disaster response task forces. The 28 
National US&R Task Forces, complete with the necessary tools, equipment, skills and 
techniques, can be deployed by FEMA to assist state and local governments in rescuing 
victims of structural collapse incidents or to assist in other search and rescue missions. 
Each Task Force must have all its personnel and equipment at the embarkation point 
within six hours of activation to be dispatched to the incident site. 

Another key FEMA disaster response asset is the MERS System. The primary function 
of MERS is to provide mobile telecommunications capabilities and life, logistics, 
operational, and power generation support required for the on-site management of 
disaster response activities. MERS support falls into three broad categories to include 
operations (Mobile Emergency Operations Centers, quick reaction support, disaster 
preparedness officers, MERS security officers), communications (satellite, multiple radio 
vans. High Frequency line of sight mierowave, land mobile radios, voice, video, and data 
capabilities, and wide area interoperability), and logistics (fuel, water, HVAC, life 
support, transportation, and power). 

MERS supports federal, state and local responders in their efforts to save lives, protect 
property and coordinate disaster operations, including providing prompt and rapid multi- 
media communications, information processing, logistics, administrative, and operational 
support. Staged in six strategic locations, one with offshore capabilities, the MERS 
detachments can concurrently support a large JFO and multiple field operating sites 
within a disaster area. 
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Question: While Japan’s geographic location leaves that nation highly susceptible to an 
earthquake resulting in a tsunami, it is also within the realm of possibility on our own 
Pacific Coast. Please discuss the steps FEMA has taken to date to prepare for an 
earthquake resulting in a tsunami similar to the one that struck Japan on March 11, 2011. 

Response: The Cascadia Subduction Zone (CSZ) is located off the Pacific Northwest 
coast where the Juan de Fuca Plate meets the North American Plate, creating an 800-mile 
long earthquake fault zone. CSZ quakes occur between 200 to 1 ,000 years apart, with an 
average return time of between 300 to 600 years. The last CSZ quake occurred on 
January 26, 1 700, with an estimated magnitude of 9. 1 . Scientists estimate that violent 
shaking caused by a CSZ quake could last for four to five minutes, and be felt by millions 
of people from Vancouver Island, British Columbia, south to California and as far east as 
Spokane Washington. In comparison, the recent Japan quake lasted a little over two 
minutes. It is estimated that within 30 minutes of the quake, the entire coastline of the 
Pacific Northwest would be inundated by the first in a series of tsunami waves averaging 
30-feet in height, subjecting hundreds of miles of the U.S. coastline to massive 
destruction. The fault rupture will likely generate tsunami waves north to Alaska and 
west towards Hawaii, Guam, and Japan, resulting in multi-region, multi-state and 
international impacts. 

Currently, regions IX and X are developing a multi-region, multi-state CSZ hazard 
specific annex to their Regional All Hazards Plans that describes the major response 
actions, objectives, and tasks to be accomplished in responding to an earthquake 
registering 9.0 on the Richter Scale and accompanying tsunami. The threat spans two 
regions, impacts five states directly and one territory, transcends international borders, 
and includes Urban Areas Security Initiative (UASI) cities to include Seattle, Portland 
(Tier II), and Los Angeles (Tier I) in the impacted areas. The National Protection and 
Programs Directorate’s (NPPD) Homeland Infrastructure Threat and Risk Analysis 
Center (HITRAC) is working with FEMA Region X to develop a Risk/Impact Analysis 
that describes physical affects, second and third level affects as well as cascading affects. 
In the event of a CSZ earthquake or tsunami event before the completion of this plan, 
Regions IX and X will use existing national level plans including NRF, NIMS, and other 
scenario specific plans and tailor them as necessary to support CSZ response efforts. 
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Question; The DHS-OIG released a report in January 201 1 (OIG-1 1-21) that found that 
in 2007 FEMA stopped attempting to recover all improper payments that resulted from 
Hurricanes Katrina and Rita and subsequent disasters. The report also noted that FEMA 
had identified approximately 160,000 applicants since Hurricanes Katrina and Rita that 
received improper disaster assistance payments through the Individuals and Households 
Program, totaling approximately $643 million. 

I understand that, on March 1 6 of this year, FEMA finally began sending out the first 
round of “Notice of Debt” letters to disaster assistance applicants who received improper 
federal disaster assistance payments. What steps is FEMA planning to take to follow-up 
on these initial notifications? 

Response; On March 15, 2011, FEMA published a notice in the Federal Register 
providing information to the general public on the Agency’s revised recoupment process. 
By publishing the notice, FEMA took the initial step to reinstitute recoupment actions for 
improperly distributed or overpaid disaster assistance funds. Then, on March 16, 201 1, 
FEMA began sending out Notice of Debt letters to disaster assistance applicants who 
received improper federal disaster assistance payments. FEMA sent these letters from 
the most recent disasters first. These letters inform applicants of the amount and reason 
for their debt, and provide information on how to repay the debt or appeal FEMA’s 
determination. 

Individuals who receive a Notice of Debt may choose one of the following options: 

• Pay the amount owed in full, 

• Request a copy of their FEMA records for inspection or review and/or to file an 
appeal within 60 days. 

• If applicants choose to file an appeal, they submit a written request for an oral 
hearing as part of that appeal. Cases which raise issues of truth, veracity or other 
appealable concerns and cannot be resolved using documentary evidence will be granted 
an oral hearing. FEMA will make a decision on their appeal and send them a follow-up 
letter explaining the basis of the decision along with a description of the next steps in the 
process. 

• If individuals choose not to file an appeal or they file an appeal and it is denied, 
applicants will have the opportunity to request a payment plan and/or a waiver or 
compromise of the debt based on inability to pay. 

FEMA is committed to working with all individuals identified for potential recoupment 
to ensure they have a complete understanding of the determination made in their case and 
the various options available to them to resolve this debt. If an individual has immediate 
questions about their case, they may contact FEMA’s Recoupment Helpline at 1-800- 
816-1122 or TTY at 1-800-462-7585 for persons who are Deaf, Hard of Hearing or those 
with speech disabilities, between the hours of 9:00 a.ni. and 8:00 p.m. EST, Monday 
through Friday. 
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Question: Another troubling finding in the January 201 1 DHS-OIG report (OIG-1 1-21) 
was that FEMA’s Office of Chief Counsel had produced a new process for the 
recoupment of improper payments that was delivered to the Office of the Administrator 
in late 2008. While part of this time was under the previous Administration, it has been 
almost two years since you have been the FEMA Administrator and could have taken 
action. 

Yet only on March 16, 201 1 , have recoupment proceeding finally restarted, with the first 
round of notification letters being sent out. Why did it take so long for your office to 
finalize the new process for the recoupment of improper disaster assistance payments? 

Response: At FEMA we are committed to being responsible stewards of taxpayer 
dollars, and we have been actively working to finalize the recoupment process, while 
continuing to support communities as they recover. As a recent Inspector General audit 
reinforced, FEMA and other federal agencies are required by law to recoup funds that are 
paid in error. As a result of a lawsuit filed and new DHS regulations in 2007, FEMA’s 
recoupment efforts were suspended. Under our current leadership, we have worked 
diligently to develop a fair, open and transparent process for recovering these payments. 

FEMA has made key improvements to ensure this process is as fair and as easy-to- 
understand as possible for disaster survivors. These improvements include clearly 
articulated letters informing applicants of an improper payment and notifying them of the 
debt amount, the reason for the determination made in their case, and what their options 
are for appealing or repaying the debt. The new process also outlines an appeal process 
that provides some eligible applicants an opportunity to participate in an oral hearing 
regarding their case if the indebtedness cannot be resolved by FEMA’s review of the 
documentary evidence alone. 

In the meantime, this administration has been vigilant about pursuing any potential cases 
of fraud or abuse, which are handled through a separate process and have not been 
delayed by this suspension of recoupments. The improper payments that will be pursued 
through the recoupment process generally are due to human or accounting errors and 
duplication of benefits. If a case shows evidence of fraud, FEMA immediately refers the 
case to the Office of Inspector General to investigate. If warranted, the Office of 
Inspector General refers cases to the Department of Justice for prosecution. 
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Question: I remain concerned over the 2006 GAO report (GAO-06-655) that found that 
the $2,000 debit cards issued by FEMA in the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina were used 
for such inappropriate purchases as bail bonds, diamond engagement rings, casino 
gambling, liquor, and firearms. These are clearly not items envisioned by the Individual 
Assistance provisions of the Stafford Act. 

What is perhaps most disturbing is that it appears that no attempt was made to recover 
these funds from persons taking advantage of the tragedy and spending taxpayer dollars 
intended to be used for temporary housing, medical expenses, and other critical post- 
disaster necessities on such inappropriate items. FEMA could attempt to recover 
assistance funds that have been misspent so egregiously, but it has not. 

Why has FEMA failed to recover these misspent funds? 

What safeguards, if any, does FEMA now have in place to prevent post-disaster 
assistance from being used to purchase non-disaster-related items again in the future? 

Response; At FEMA we are committed to being responsible stewards of taxpayer 
dollars, and we have been actively working to finalize the recoupment process, while 
continuing to support communities as they recover. As a recent Inspector General audit 
reinforced, FEMA and other federal agencies are required by law to recoup funds that are 
paid in error. As a result of a lawsuit filed and new DHS regulations in 2007, FEMA’s 
recoupment efforts were suspended. Under our current leadership, we have worked 
diligently to develop a fair, open and transparent process for recovering these payments. 

In the meantime, this administration has been vigilant about pursuing any potential cases 
of fraud or abuse, which are handled through a separate process and have not been 
delayed by this suspension of recoupments. The improper payments that will be pursued 
through the recoupment process generally are due to human or accounting errors and 
duplication of benefits. If a case shows evidence of fraud, FEMA immediately refers the 
case to the Office of Inspector General to investigate. If warranted, the Office of 
Inspector General refers cases to the Department of Justice for prosecution. 

On March 15, 2011, FEMA published a notice in the Federal Register providing 
information to the general public on the Agency’s revised recoupment process. By 
publishing the notice, FEMA took the initial step to reinstitute recoupment actions for 
improperly distributed or overpaid disaster assistance funds. Then, on March 16, 201 1, 
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FEMA began sending out Notice of Debt letters to disaster assistance applicants who 
received improper federal disaster assistance payments. FEMA sent these letters from 
the most recent disasters first. These letters inform applicants of the amount and reason 
for their debt, and provide information on how to repay the debt or appeal FEMA’s 
determination. 

We have also worked diligently to put protections in place that will safeguard against 
waste, fraud and abuse, and significantly reduce the percentage of improper payments. 
New processes have been developed in order to improve the identification, reduction, and 
recovery of improper payments disbursed to federal disaster assistance applicants. While 
the current cases identified for recoupment represents a significant amount of improper or 
potentially improper assistance, FEMA has made significant strides in reducing the 
number of recoupable cases since Katrina, and is far better positioned to prevent future 
errors in disaster assistance. 

First, the identity of individuals who register for assistance must be verified prior to 
receiving any Individuals and Households Program (IHP) financial assistance. This 
verification is performed along with automated checks of applicant occupancy and 
ownership during the application process. Therefore, identity, occupancy and ownership 
verification checks are now being conducted prior to any assistance being distributed to 
an applicant. 

Second, FEMA has focused on the increased prevention of improper payments by 
developing new information management procedures in our National Processing Service 
Centers (NPSCs). The NPSCs have worked with the Office of Chief Information Officer 
to improve the National Emergency Management Information System (NEMIS) software 
used to process applications for disaster assistance. These actions include: 

□ Using identity and occupancy verification checks to prevent automated payments 
to applicants who may have used a fraudulent name, SSN or address; 

□ Flagging “high risk” addresses such as check cashing stores, mail drops, 
cemeteries, and jails to block them from receiving automated payments; and 

□ Blocking duplicative rental assistance payments for overlapping months or 
payments over the IHP maximum; 

□ Stopping duplicative registrations over the Internet to prevent duplicate payments 
to the same applicant; 
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□ Improving the NEMIS business rules to prevent duplicate payments to applicants 
at the same address; and 

□ Added a NEMIS direct assistance module to track individuals in mobile homes or 
travel trailers in order to prevent financial rental assistance to applicants who were 
already housed by FEMA. 

Lastly, FEMA has also engaged in several other fraud prevention efforts which have 
further contributed to the decreased error rate: 

□ FEMA Headquarters established the IHP Assistance Group in 2008 to provide 
clear, consistent and timely guidance regarding IHP policies and case processing 
procedures in order to reduce case processing errors, improve operational efficiency and 
overall delivery of service. 

□ The NPSCs have established specialized teams of employees referred to as 
Specialized Processing Groups dedicated to the processing of some of the more difficult 
cases, such as appeals and recoupments. 

□ The NPSCs have expanded the Quality Control group to include reviews of 
special projects and new case processing procedures. This has enabled the NPSCs to 
rapidly identify problems with projects and new processing guidelines and take remedial 
action as necessary. 

□ The NPSCs have established an Audit Group responsible for performing internal 
audits and analysis on the efficiency and effectiveness of the manner in which IHP is 
administered by the NPSC enterprise. 

□ The NPSCs have updated their IHP credentialing training curriculum to include 
changes in IHP policy and case processing procedures. In 2009, all NPSC staff involved 
in manual case processing received re-credentialing training. 

The combination of these improvements has resulted in a reduction of the error rate in 
financial assistance from 14.53% in FY 2007 following Hurricanes Katrina and Rita to 
2.72% in FY 2009. FEMA continues to work to reduce this number further; however, 
these factors have significantly reduced the potential for recoupment in disasters since 
Hurricanes Katrina and Rita and will continue to do so in future disasters. 
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Question: As the terrible events in Japan remind us, every second counts in the 
dissemination of disaster information to the general public. In Japan and here in the 
United States, most people receive this lifesaving information through TV or radio. I am 
pleased that FEMA has been improving the Emergency Alerts System (EAS) by building 
more Primary Entry Point broadcast stations across the country. 

However, 1 am interested in what FEMA and the entire federal government are doing to 
utilize more recently developed technologies, such as smart phones and the Internet, to 
ensure alert messages get to more people, regardless of their location. 

Please provide an update on the Integrated Public Alert and Warning System (IPAWS), 
FEMA’s next-generation system designed to use today’s technologies, in addition to TV 
and radio, to alert the American public. 

Response: The FEMA IPAWS program has been working with next-generation 
technologies to provide multiple paths for public alerts, including cell phones and the 
Internet. 

CAP Development - Developing an alert message format that adhered to common Web 
standards and that could be transmitted via Internet Protocol was the IPAWS Program’s 
key development to enable alerts to be transmitted via cell phones and internet services. 
To make this happen, the IPAWS Program worked with an international standards body 
to create the Common Alerting Protocol (CAP), which is a specialized version of 
Extensible Markup Language (XML), the structured web data description language that 
allows data interchange through web services, cell broadcast to mobile devices, unique 
stale systems, siren systems, digital signage, AM/FM/Satellite radio, cable and satellite 
TV. 

IPA WS-OPEN CAP Alert Message Aggregation System - The IPAWS Program has 
been working over the past three years to integrate CAP alerting into its systems. The 
IPAWS-OPEN 2.0 system, which was deployed on August 25, 2010, allows CAP alert 
messages to be received, authenticated, and distributed over IP. The IPAWS-OPEN 
system is an aggregator of CAP alert messages, which receives, authenticated the sender, 
logs and distributes the alert message to all participating public alert and warning 
dissemination networks (i.e. Emergency Alert System broadcasters, Commercial Mobile 
Alert System cellular carriers, NOAA Weather Radio network, and other internet 
information services). 
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Commercial Mobile Alert System and Cell Broadcast - Due to the increasing ubiquity of 
cell phones, an IPAWS program priority was to enable the delivery of emergency alerts 
to cell phones. In conjunction with the FCC, DHS S&T and the cellular industry, NOAA, 
and public safety officials, the requirements for the Commercial Mobile Alert System 
were developed and issued in FCC Reports and Orders in 2008. The CMAS 
requirements recommended the adoption of cellular broadcast technology for alert 
delivery to cell phones. Cell Broadcast enables the dissemination of a single message to 
an unlimited number of cell devices without causing network congestion. Essentially, 
one message goes out to all cellular devices within range of a tower, versus multiple 
individual copies of the same message going out to each device. FEMA was tasked with 
developing the interface between public safety officials and cellular carriers for delivery 
of alerts. In December 2009, FEMA announced adoption of the technical interface 
specifications for the CMAS. In accordance with FCC regulations, this gave the cellular 
industry until April 2012 to begin deploying CMAS cell broadcast alerts to their 
subscribers. In February 2011, the CMAS interface capability was deployed in the 
IPAWS-OPEN alert aggregator for cellular carriers to begin interface testing. The cell 
phone industry is beginning to deploy networks and cell phones that are enabled with 
CMAS cell broadcast capability The IPAWS Program plans to continue to educate, train, 
and assist public safety officials in adopting CAP to enable alert and warning to cellular 
devices. The IPAWS Program will continue to support testing and integration with 
cellular carriers as they build out the cell broadcast technology for alerting and develop 
new alerting technologies. 

Mobile Digital Television - The IPAWS Program will be working with PBS in a pilot 
program that allows PBS to receive CAP alerts from IPAWS-OPEN and to send alerts via 
the new Mobile Digital Television (Mobile DTV) format. Mobile DTV enables the 
delivery of video from Digital TV broadcast stations to Mobile DTV compatible smart 
phones. This technology has been available in Japan for several years and is used 
extensively. Notably, after the March, 201 1 earthquake and tsunami in Japan, cellular 
service was disrupted but Mobile DTV live video was still available as the video is 
transmitted from TV station broadcast towers, not cell phone towers. This is a very 
promising new technology, proven in Japan, which will deliver new capabilities when 
fully operational in the US. Currently some US TV stations are already transmitting 
Mobile DTV, but Mobile DTV capable smart phones are not yet readily available. 

RSS Feeds to Internet Services - Once there is a CAP alerting message that can be 
transmitted over the Internet, there are few limits to the kind of internet services that can 
receive CAP messages. The Really Simple Syndication (RSS) web feed format standard 
used to update blog entries and news headlines is a broadly implemented standard across 
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many web sites and internet services. RSS is a medium that will be used by the IPAWS- 
OPEN system to disseminate CAP alert messages to a wide variety of internet services. 

Social Media - In addition, DHS S&T is supporting FEMA IPAWS by examining the 
use of emerging technologies in public alert and warning. The First Responder Group is 
examining how the Emergency Response Community can best use Social Media to 
originate and disseminate alerts and warnings. Given the popularity and growth of online 
social media communities, alerting the publie through social media, in addition to the 
other sources, serves as a critical dissemination channel. According to a survey conducted 
in August, 2010 by the American Red Cross, nearly 75% of the US population uses at 
least one online social media community. In light of the popularity of these networks, 
online social media offers an important opportunity for emergency managers to 
disseminate alerts to more people, in more places, in less time. 
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Question: Public alert and warning is an important mission for DHS because it has a 
direct lifesaving effect for Americans in emergency situations like earthquakes, 
tornadoes, and floods. I hear about the importance of alerts from numerous stakeholders, 
including emergency managers, broadcasters, public safety officials, the private sector, 
and elected officials. 

A major element of the Integrated Public Alert and Warning System (IPAWS) that will 
affect stakeholders who create and disseminate messages is the transition to a Common 
Alerting Protocol (CAP). As you know, CAP is a format for exchanging emergency 
alerts simultaneously over various warning systems. Please describe what FEMA is 
doing to engage state and local officials and broadcasters regarding this transition. 

Response: The FEMA IPAWS Program Management Office (PMO) is actively engaging 
state and local officials, broadcasters, cellular providers and technology manufacturers in 
the Common Alerting Protocol (CAP) transition. 

Training and Education: The IPAWS PMO engages in extensive training and education 
for alerting authorities and broadcasters relating to the implementation of CAP. IPAWS 
has developed an interactive, hands-on “Implementation of CAP to EAS” workshop 
which will launch at the 201 1 National Association of Broadcasters (NAB) Show. 

IPAWS has extended invitations to several hundred individuals and executed an 
extensive media campaign to reach and engage many of the 1 0,000 broadcasters at the 
NAB Show through workshops, demonstrations, and sessions. The “Implementation of 
CAP to EAS” workshop will: (1) detail how EAS Participants can connect CAP- 
compliant EAS devices to IPAWS OPEN; (2) discuss and describe the CAP architecture 
and feed; and (3) provide information on CAP-based messaging. The workshop will be 
recorded and made into an on-line tutorial and will be posted on the IPAWS website. 

Each month IPAWS senior leadership presents an overview of IPAWS and CAP to 
approximately two Association of Broadcasters state annual conferences or Society of 
Broadcast Engineer groups and two Alerting Authorities state annual conferences. 
IPAWS senior leadership also hosts quarterly teleconferences with the Regional 
Emergency Communications Coordinators Working Group (RECCWG) and monthly 
teleconferences with the Joint Special Interest Group (Joint-SIG) to discuss the status of 
IPAWS and relevance of accomplishments, milestones, and forward approaches 
(including the transition to CAP) affecting, respectively, alerting authorities and 
broadcasters. 
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IPAWS, in partnership with FEMA’s Emergency Management Institute (EMI), is 
constructing focus groups to assist in the development of a web-based course for alerting 
authorities. This course will be designed to instruct alerting authorities on CAP 
compliant tools and authentication requirements for use in IPAWS. 

Conferences and Events; IPAWS attends numerous conferences and events each year; 
IPAWS leadership often times serves as speakers in focused sessions. For the past two 
years, FEMA has been asked to participate in the annual NAB Show’s EAS session. In 
2011, FEMA IPAWS will highlight the CAP transition in the NAB EAS session as well 
as during the end-to-end IPAWS/CAP-centric demonstrations held in the IPAWS booth. 
This will allow IPAWS to actively engage broadcasters and receive feedback from them. 
Recently, FEMA and IPAWS leadership have engaged the broadcast community on the 
topic of the CAP transition through speaking at NAB Town Hall webinars and National 
Alliance of State Broadcasters Association (NASBA) events. 

IPAWS also devotes resources to engage alerting authorities at conferences focused on 
their interests and needs. During the 2010 International Association of Emergency 
Managers (lAEM) annual conference, IPAWS engaged over 2,000 lAEM attendees 
through demonstrations and a panel session which included information on the adoption 
and transition to CAP. IPAWS also partnered with the Organization for the 
Advancement of Structured Information Standards (OASIS) at the lAEM to impress upon 
the alerting authority community the close, mutually beneficial working relationship 
between public and private organizations in the development of open standards such as 
the Common Alerting Protocol. 

IPAWS also attends several other alerting authority national events, such as the National 
Emergency Management Association Annual Conference (NEMA), The National 
Emergency Number Association (NENA) Annual Conference, Access and Functional 
Needs conferences. Association of Public-Safety Communication Officials (APCO) 
Annual Conference, Chemical Stockpile Emergency Preparedness Program (CSEPP) 
National Workshop, the National and Governor’s Hurricane Conferences, National 
Congress of American Indians Annual Conference, and NOAA related conferences, to 
promote understanding and adoption of IPAWS and CAP. 

IPAWS Website: The IPAWS website contains extensive information regarding the 
adoption and transition to CAP. In particular, the IPAWS website contains the guiding 
documents shaping the transition: (1) CAP to EAS Implementation Guide; (2) OASIS 
CAP 1 .2 Standard; (3) OASIS CAP v! .2 IPAWS Profile Version 1 .0; (4) FEMA IPAWS 
Common Alerting Protocol Conformity Assessment Program; (5) Common Alerting 
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Protocol Profile Requirements; (6) Common Alerting Protocol FAQs. The IPAWS 
website also includes: (7) numerous CAP related press releases dating back through July 
2008; (8) an IPAWS video detailing how CAP fits into IPAWS; (9) extensive and 
descriptive information and collateral materials explaining the Common Alerting 
Protocol and Conformity Assessment Program; and (10) instructions, forms, and links for 
vendors to apply to test products against the IPAWS CAP Profile. 

Inventory and Evaluation: The IPAWS PMO is conducting a survey to inventory and 
evaluate alert and warning systems used across the nation by Federal, State, tribal, 
territorial and local emergency management and first responder organizations. In 
addition to inventory and evaluation, this initiative is designed to assess how well current 
alerting infrastructure meets the needs of emergency managers, record capabilities and 
limitations of current alert and warning systems, and identify shortfalls between required, 
actual, and/or planned capabilities. The IPAWS PMO is using the results to determine 
the information needs of both the alerting authority community and private sector 
origination and dissemination vendors with regard to the CAP transition. 
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Question: The September 2010 DHS-OIG report (OIG-10-123) found that FEMA has 
made only limited progress in Managing Mission Assignments. As was the case in the 
DHS-OIG’s 2008 report (OIG-08-34), FEMA’s mission assignment capability - the 
agency’s system for issuing and coordinating task orders among federal agencies - was 
found to be one of the most problematic areas of preparedness. 

Congress mandated the development of pre-scripted mission assignments in the Post- 
Katrina Emergency Management Reform Act (P.L. 109-295) because effective 
coordination among federal agencies is so important in responding to a catastrophic 
event. I was encouraged that FEMA established a working group to review the Mission 
Assignment process, which I understand was intended to develop recommendations for 
the management of mission assignments. 

However, it is disappointing to read in the September 2010 DHS-OIG report that, more 
than four years after the passage of the Post-Katrina Emergency Management Reform 
Act, mission assignments are still not being managed effectively. What steps has FEMA 
taken to ensure mission assignments will be managed effectively going forward? 

Response: Since the release of the September 2010 DHS-OIG Report, FEMA has taken 
several steps to more effectively manage the Mission Assignment Program in a newly 
established Business Management Division. The Mission Assignment Program staff has 
collaborated and facilitated meetings with Federal agencies/offices to build critical 
relationships and resources for managing and developing pre-scripted mission 
assignments (PSMAs). Through improved coordination with the FEMA Regional 
Offices, a new streamlined PSMA process has been implemented to significantly reduce 
the time necessary to create new PSMAs. An internal FEMA secure web-based tool 
providing one central location for access to PSMAs has enabled FEMA Mission 
Assignment Managers to more efficiently develop the forms required for assigning 
missions to other Federal agencies. Three mission assignment courses have been recently 
updated to reflect new processes and guidance, and a web-based mission assignment 
overview course is now available on-line to all Federal Agencies. The continued 
development and broader use of the internal secure web-based Request Action Tracking 
System (RATS) is increasing the efficiency and effectiveness of tracking requests and 
resources for mission assignments. 
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Question: Have you examined the 96 grant programs administered by FEMA to look for 
duplication in grant funding allowances and made recommendations for consolidation? 

If yes, what are the recommendations? If no, should you? 

Response: Although FEMA has not examined its entire inventory of grant programs to 
determine whether some level of consolidation would yield benefits, FEMA believes that 
some level of consolidation among grant programs would be beneficial. Looking 
towards the future FEMA believes that a more formal examination of grant programs 
with the goal of identifying opportunities for consolidation should be undertaken. To the 
degree programs might be combined and streamlined; there may be benefits and 
efficiencies to be gained. Consolidation may also lead to increased flexibility for 
recipients and increased efficiencies for both the grant - making agency and the recipient 
agency. 

FEMA’s Grant Programs Directorate (GPD) administers grants for at least six of 
FEMA’s Program Directorates, each of which is responsible for the programmatic 
development of their programs. As part of the grant programs, each Directorate must 
ensure that the program fulfills a unique objective and does not duplicate already existing 
programs. 

All of the Preparedness Grant Programs administered by FEMA GPD have a general 
strategic purpose, established by Congress, through appropriations and authorizations. 
FEMA is programmatically able, within the scope of appropriation and authorization, to 
review grant allowances. FEMA recognizes that sometimes there is overlap in the 
allowable cost and high level objectives of its preparedness grant programs. Through the 
grant application review process, however, GPD does review the investment justifications 
and budget reviews to ensure that funding across grant programs is being utilized in a 
complimentary manner and that grantees are not duplicating investments. 

Further, in the past two budget requests, the Administration has proposed consolidating 
grant programs where activities are allowable under multiple grants. Specifically, the FY 
2011 and 20 1 2 requests propose the consolidation of a number of individual grant 
programs (including grants for Driver’s License Security/Real ID, Interoperable 
Emergency Communications, Emergency Operations Centers, Buses, Rural Domestic 
Preparedness, and Counterterrorism Center) and make them part of the larger/broader 
grant programs such as Urban Areas Security Initiative (UASI) and State Homeland 
Security Program (SUSP). 
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